Attitudes of Non-native Spekers of English to Language Variation in Hawaii by McCreary, Jan
OCCASIONAL PAPER #14 
1986 
ATTITUDES OF NON-NATIVE 
SPEAKERS OF ENGLISH TO 
LANGUAGE VARIATION IN HAWAII 
Jan McCreary 
WENT OF ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE 
UNIVERSITY OF HAWAII AT MANOA 
O C C A S I O N A L  P A P E R  S E R I E S  
In recent years a number of graduate students in the Department 
of English as a econd Language have selected the thesis option 
as part of their Master of Arts degree program. Their research 
has covered a wide range of areas in second language learning and 
teaching. Many of these studies have attracted interest from 
others in the fieldr and in order to make these theses more 
widely available, selected titles are now published in the 
Occasional Paper Series. This seriesl a supplement to the 
departmental publication Working Papers, may also include reports 
of research by members of the ESL faculty. Publication of the 
Occasional Paper Series is underwritten by a grant from the Ruth 
Crymes Scholarship Fund. A list of available titles and prices 
may be obtained from the department and is also included in each issue 
of Working Papers. 
The reports published in the Occasional Paper Series have the 
status of llprogress  report^^^^ and may be published elsewhere in 
revised form. 
Occasional Paper #14 is an MA thesis by Jan MCCreary* Her 
thesis committee members were Fred Genesee  hair)^ Craig 
Chaudronl Charlene Sate# and Richard Schmidt. This work should be 
cited as follows: 
McCREARYl Jan. 1986. Attitudes of Non-Native Speakers of English 
to Language Variation in Hawaii, Occasional Paper #14. 
Honolulu: Department of English as a Second Language, 
University of Hawaii at Manoa. 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
I would l i k e  t o  thank t h e  members of my t h e s i s  
committeel  P r o f e s s o r  Cra ig  Chaudronl P r o f e s s o r  Richard 
Schmidt and P ro fe s so r  Char lene  S a t 0  f o r  t h e i r  a s s i s t a n c e .  
I n  p a r t i c u l a r  I would l i k e  t o  thank my committee chairman, 
P r o f e s s o r  Fred Genesee, f o r  h i s  guidance and c r i t i c a l  
comments. 
To complete t h e  p r e s e n t  s tudy ,  t h e  a s s i s t a n c e  and 
coope ra t ion  of a  g r e a t  number of people  were needed. F i r s t  
of  a l l ,  I would l i k e  t o  thank t h e  p r i n c i p a l s  f o r  a l lowing  
t h e  Study t o  t a k e  p l a c e  i n  t h e i r  s choo l s ;  t h e  t e a c h e r s l  
c l a s s  time du r ing  which t h e  s t u d y  was 
nd, of c o u r s e l  t h e  s t u d e n t s  themselves  f o r  
. I would a l s o  l i k e  t o  thank Susan 
Hamada and Sharon Ayabe f o r  t h e i r  a s s i s t a n c e  i n  o b t a i n i n g  
t h e  Hawaii Creo le  Engl i sh  speech samples,  p r e s e n t i n g  t h e  
s t u d y  t o  t h e  c l a s s e s  and in t e rv i ewing  s t u d e n t s  i n  Hawaii 
Creo le  Engl ish .  
I? inal lyl  I would l i k e  t o  thank my f r i e n d s  f o r  t h e i r  
suppor t  a  ncouragement throughout  t h i s  p r o j e c t .  
iii 
ABSTRACT 
I n  an i n v e s t i g a t i o n  o f  ESL l e a r n e r s '  a t t i t u d e s  towards 
language v a r i e t i e s  i n  New York C i t y ,  E i s e n s t e i n  (1982) 
found t h a t  her  middle- class  s u b j e c t s t  who were exposed 
mainly t o  Standard Engl ish ,  tended t o  e v a l u a t e  t h e  s t a n d a r d  
v a r i e t y  more favorab ly .  The main purpose of t h e  p r e s e n t  
s t u d y  was t o  examine language a t t i t u d e s  of ESL l e a r n e r s  
l i v i n g  i n  low-income a r e a s  exposed t o  both  s t a n d a r d  and 
non- standard v a r i e t i e s  of Engl ish .  
The matched-guise procedure  was used t o  de te rmine  t h e  
a t t i t u d e s  of both  n a t i v e  speake r s  (NS) and non-native 
s p e a k e r s  (NNS) of Engl ish  towards two language v a r i e t i e s  -- 
s t a n d a r d  Engl i sh  and Hawaii Creo le  Engl i sh .  The s u b j e c t s  
were h igh  schoo l  s t u d e n t s  (n=94) who were l i v i n g  i n  low t o  
low-middle socio-economic a r e a s ,  and who had had exposure 
t o  bo th  language v a r i e t i e s .  The NNS s u b j e c t s  were from 
v a r i o u s  p a r t s  o f  Asia and t h e  P a c i f i c  and had been i n  
Hawaii f o r  an average of 24  months. 
Based on p rev ious  r e sea rch  (Ryan and Carranza,  1975; 
Car ranza  and Ryan, 1975) .  it was hypothesized t h a t  both  NSs 
and NNSs would r a t e  s t anda rd  Engl ish  h ighe r  on t h o s e  t r a i t s  
i t h  s t a t u s  (e 'g. ,  wea l th  and good educa t ion )  
y  (e.g.# f r i e n d s h i p  and t r u s t w o r t h i n e s s ) .  Both 
hypotheses  were suppor ted  by t h e  r e s u l t s .  
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CHAPTER I 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
"Language . . . is n o t  merely a c a r r i e r  of  
c o n t e n t ,  . . .Language i t s e l f  is c o n t e n t ,  
a r e f e r e n t  f o r  l o y a l t i e s  and a n i m o s i t i e s ,  an 
i n d i c a t o r  of s o c i a l  s t a t u s e s  and p e r s o n a l  
r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  a marker of s i t u a t i o n s  and t o p i c s  
a s  well a s  t h a t  of  t h e  s o c i e t a l  g o a l s  and t h e  
l a r g e- s c a l e  value- laden a r e n a s  o f  i n t e r a c t i o n  
t h a t  t y p i f y  every speech community" (Fishman, 
1972: 1) 
Our p e r c e p t i o n  of o t h e r  people  is in f luenced  by a 
number of f a c t o r s  -- g e n e r a l  appearance ,  f a c i a l  
e x p r e s s i o n s ,  g e s t u r e s ,  and t h e  way i n  which t h e y  speak 
(Giles and Powesland, 1 9 7 5 ) .  Depending on our  own v a l u e s ,  
t h e  judgements we make based on any one o r  a l l  of  t h e s e  
f a c t o r s  can i n f l u e n c e  our  behaviour  towards  and 
e x p e c t a t i o n s  of o t h e r  people  and i n f e r e n c e s  we make 
r ega rd ing  t h e i r  p e r s o n a l i t y  t r a i t s .  The p r e s e n t  s t u d y  is 
concerned wi th  a t t i t u d e s  towards language v a r i a t i o n ,  t h a t  
is, how d i f f e r e n t  languages,  d i a l e c t s  o r  a c c e n t s  a f f e c t  
o n e ' s  p e r c e p t i o n  of t h e  speaker .  More S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  
purpose of t h i s  s t u d y  is t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  t h e  language of 
a d o l e s c e n t  immigrants i n  Hawaii towards language v a r i e t i e s  
spoken i n  t h e  communities i n  which t h e y  l i v e d .  
Language attitudes are said to be a central concept in 
social science, but a consensus has not been reached among 
social psychologists regarding the definition of the term 
'attitudesn (Agheyisi and Fishmanr 1970; Allportr 1954). 
For the purposes of this thesis we will define 'attitude" 
simply as "a person's evaluation of an object -- in this 
case a language variety of a speakerr which results in a 
predisposition or a state of readiness" (Eisenstein~ 
1979:5) . 
The literature review begins with a discussion of the 
following themes: the evaluation of high and low prestige 
language varieties; the bases for language variety 
evaluationr which include ethnic stereotyping and social 
class distinctions; ESL learners and non-standard dialects; 
Hawaii's sociolinguistic environment; and attitudes towards 
Hawaii Creole English. The literature review concludes 
with a description of the method used in this study to 
elicit language attitudesl the matched guise technique; a 
statement of the purpose of the study; and the hypotheses. 
E Y a b & h n  fi High au.l L w  2Leit&E L8aumQe Y d z ~ ~ t l ~ S .  . # 
In speech communities where two language varieties 
exist, one variety (usually the standard and most 
prestigious one) is associated with high status, i.e.~ 
"demonstrable influence, power and control" (Brown, 
1965:150) andr thereforer is regarded as necessary for 
s o c i a l  advancement (Ryan, 1979:151). P rev ious  r e s e a r c h  has  
shown t h a t  t h e  s t anda rd  language has  'no i n h e r e n t  a e s t h e t i c  
o r  l i n g u i s t i c  advantage over  non- standard" v a r i e t i e s  
(Bourh is ,  1982:34). I n s t e a d t  it has  a t t a i n e d  i t s  s t a t u s  by 
being used by t h e  more powerful t  w e a l t h i e r  g roups  of t h e  
community e.g., t h e  governmentI e d u c a t i o n a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  
and media. (For a  d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e  imposed norm vs.  
i n h e r e n t  v a l u e  hypotheses ,  s e e  G i l e s ,  Bourhis  and Davies,  
1979) .  The low p r e s t i g e  o r  non- standard language v a r i e t i e s  
a r e  t y p i c a l l y  a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  s o l i d a r i t y ,  which is 
c h a r a c t e r i z e d  " a s  being a t t r i b u t e d  t o  a person  who is 
s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  p e r c e i v e r  and is marked by f r e q u e n t  
i n t e r a c t i o n I  s e l f - d i s c l o s u r e  and int imacy"  (Brown, 
1965:lSO) Consequentlyt non- standard language  v a r i e t i e s  
t e n d  t o  ed wi th  in formal  and i n t i m a t e  s e t t i n g s  
such a s  t h e  home o r  o n e ' s  pee r  group. 
It is n o t  s u r p r i s i n g ,  t hen ,  t o  f i n d  s i m i l a r  
a s s o c i a t i o n s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  a t t i t u d e s  towards s t a n d a r d  vs .  
non-standard language v a r i e t i e s .  Indeed,  r e sea rch  
i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  most c o n s i s t e n t l y  emerging p a t t e r n  is 
what is termed " ma jo r i t y  group p r e f e r e n c e n  (Ryan, Giles, 
and S e b a s t i a n ,  1982:9) ,  i n  which s p e a k e r s  of  s t a n d a r d  
v a r i e t i e s  " a r e  r a t e d  h igh ly  on competence and o t h e r  t r a i t s  
r e l a t e d  t o  socio-economic s ta tus" ,  wh i l e  speake r s  of non- 
s t a n d a r d  v a r i e t i e s  " a r e  eva lua t ed  l e s s  f a v o r a b l y  a long 
these dimensionsr even by judges who themselves have 
1 
'subordinate' ethnic speech markers" (Gilesr Hewstone and 
Ballr 1983~84-85). These results appear to be consistent 
in both cross-language studies (e.gar French vs. Englishr 
as in Lambertr Hodgson, Gardner and Fillenbaum 1960) and 
in studies looking at different varieties of the same 
language (e.g. Canadian French vs. European French in 
dlAnglejan and Tuckerr 1973). 
A second pattern that has emerged from the research On 
the evaluation of high and low prestige language varieties 
is the association of the majority group with status and 
the ingroup with solidarity (Ryanr Giles and Sebastianr 
1982:9). This pattern indicates that in some situations 
speakers of a non-standard variety prefer their speech on a 
solidarity dimension (e-qbr at homer or with friends) but 
still favour the standard variety on the status dimension 
(e.gar at school). Howeverr few studies have been conducted 
in which both the status and solidarity dimensions have 
been used together (Ryanr Giles and Sebastian, 1982:g). 
Studies that have used both indicate that the subjects who 
speak the non-standard dialect in fact preferred the 
standard variety on both solidarity and status, but the 
non-standard variety was evaluated more favorably on 
solidarity than on status (Carranza and Ryan, 1975; Ryan 
and Carranzar 1915) . Although the status-solidarity 
opposition is frequently encountered in the literature, 
there is not enough empirical evidence to support the 
psychological validity of this distinction. Particularly 
troublesome is the fact that these dimensions may be 
interpreted differently across cultures with one culture 
ertain traits with certain values, e.9.1 
with friendliness and trustworthiness, in a 
than another culture. 
ww---. 
a i?itere~ty&& Early studies investigating 
language attitudes found that speakers of the majority 
group language (e.g.l Canadian English) was evaluated more 
favorably than the minority group language (e.g., Canadian 
French) [Lambert et al, 1960). Lambert et a1 (1960) 
interpreted these results as indicating that language alone 
was Sufficient to elicit attitudes towards groups using the 
language in question. Lambert was limited to interpreting 
his data in terms of ethnic stereotyping for two main 
methodological considerations: (1) Early studies in this 
area did not take appropriate language use into account 
(e.g., using a non-standard language variety to discuss a 
formal topic) and (2) the rating scales were based on 
personality traits of the speaker rather than the 
psychological separation of the language (i-e., status and 
solidarity). Later studies found that these methodological 
factors affected evaluative reactions towards the guises 
which in turn affected the interpretation of results. 
& & z d ~ ~  Although speakers of both 
-- 
standard and non-standard speech varieties evaluate 
standard varieties more positively with respect to status, 
some studies found that non-standard speech varieties are 
often evaluated more favorably in terms of friendliness, 
honesty and other traits that relate to solidarity (Ryan, 
1979). These findings suggest that ethnicity of speaker 
may not be the only factor underlying reactions to 
speakers. 
In order to examine alternative bases for evaluations 
of language varieties, later studies in this area 
introduced new methodological factors to the traditional 
matched guise approach. Some studies, for example, 
investigated how different contexts (e.g., a status- 
stressing context vs. a solidarity-stressing context) could 
affect subsequent evaluative reactions. It was found that, 
although the standard language was evaluated more 
favorably overall, the non-standard language variety was 
evaluated more favorably in a solidarity-stressing context 
than in a status-stressing context (Carranza and Ryan, 
1975: Ryan and Carranza, 1975). Rating scales using traits 
associated with status and solidarity were included in 
these studies to indicate the association between status 
and the standard variety and solidarity and the non- 
standard variety. 
I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  u s ing  speech samples p r e s e n t i n g  
d i f f e r e n t  languages  (e.g., French vs.  Engl i sh)  o r  d i f f e r e n t  
v a r i e t i e s  of t h e  same language ( e . g a r  European French vs.  
Canadian French) ,  l a t e r  s t u d i e s  a l s o  used speech samples 
r e p r e s e n t i n g  speake r s  of  a  second language w i t h  d i f f e r e n t  
deg rees  of accen tedness  (e ,g . ,  Mexican-American accen ted  
E n g l i s h ) .  These s t u d i e s  found t h a t  t h e  more accen ted  t h e  
speech sample, t h e  more n e g a t i v e  t h e  s t e r e o t y p e  (Ryan, 
Carranza and Moffie,  1975) .  These f i n d i n g s  sugges t  t h a t  
e v a l u a t i v e  r e a c t i o n s  cou ld  n o t  be based on e t h n i c i t y  a lone ,  
a s  found i n  e a r l i e r  s t u d i e s r  a s  a l l  t h e  speake r s  were of 
t h e  same e t h n i c i t y  ( i - e . ,  Mexican-Americans). I n s t e a d ,  t h e  
judgements appear t o  b e  based on pe rce ived  socioeconomic 
s t a t u s  of t h e  speaker  a s  i n d i c a t e d  by t h e  degree  of accen t .  
I n  summary, l a t e r  s t u d i e s  found t h a t  judges based 
t h e i r  e v a l u a t i o n s  of language v a r i e t i e s  on a  combination of 
f a c t o r s  which i n c l u d e  e t h n i c i t y ,  a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  of  t h e  
language v a r i e t y  i n  a  p a r t i c u l a r  c o n t e x t  and SOC~O-economic 
s t a t u s .  
SII u m u . ~ ~  and NOn S t ~ W  Uiilsis - 
To d a t e ,  most language a t t i t u d e  r e sea rch  has  examined 
t h e  r e a c t i o n s  of n a t i v e  s p e a k e r s  towards t h e i r  own v a r i e t y  
of language when t h a t  language is i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  another  
language or  ano ther  d i a l e c t .  There is, however, a growing 
i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  a t t i t u d e s  of second language l e a r n e r s  who 
a r e  exposed t o  more than  one language v a r i e t y  (Beebe! 1985; 
E i s e n s t e i n ,  1979; Go lds t e in f  1985; Hyltenstam, 1981;  lei;; 
1980; Poplack,  1978; Wolfram, 1974) .  I t  is  g e n e r a l l y  
recognized t h a t  an important  a s p e c t  of second language 
l e a r n i n g  is l e a r n i n g  how t o  use  language i n  a  s o c i a l l y  
a p p r o p r i a t e  manner. Day (1982:116) s u g g e s t s  t h a t  language 
a t t i t u d e s  a r e  an i n t e g r a l  p a r t  of t h i s  communicative 
competence a s  t h e y  r e f l e c t  a  p e r s o n ' s  p e r c e p t i o n  of how 
d i f f e r e n t  r e g i s t e r s  o r  v a r i e t i e s  of language should be  
used. 
One of  t h e  few s t u d i e s  t h a t  has  focused on NNSs' 
a t t i t u d e s  towards v a r i e t i e s  of Engl i sh  was under taken by 
E i s e n s t e i n  (1979) .  The purpose of t h e  s t u d y  was t o  
i n v e s t i g a t e  a d u l t  ESL l e a r n e r s 1  a b i l i t y  t o  d i s c r i m i n a t e  
among f a m i l i a r  and u n f a m i l i a r  d i a l e c t s  and t h e  e x t e n t  t o  
which t h e y  he ld  t h e  same a t t i t u d e s  towards t h e s e  d i a l e c t s  
a s  o t h e r  members of t h e  community. The s u b j e c t s  were a l l  
a d u l t  ESL l e a r n e r s ,  s t udy ing  and l i v i n g  i n  t h e  New York 
C i t y  me t ropo l i t an  a r e a .  Three  s e p a r a t e  t a s k s  were g iven  t o  
t h e  s u b j e c t s :  a  d i a l e c t  d i s c r i m i n a t i o n  t a s k f  a  speaker  
e v a l u a t i o n  t a s k  and a  p e r s o n a l  in te rv iew.  The s t u d y  
concluded t h a t  a d u l t  ESL l e a r n e r s  develop an e a r l y  
s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  d i a l e c t  d i f f e r e n c e s  and t h a t  t hey  a c q u i r e  
t h e  a t t i t u d e s  of t h e  community a s  t h e i r  p r o f i c i e n c y  
i n c r e a s e s  . 
Howeverf Eisenstein did not indicate what variety of 
language her subjects were learning. As the majority of 
the subjects lived in middle-classf predominantly white 
neighbourhoods and were learning English for purposes of 
further studyf it might be assumed that they were learning 
the standard dialect. Whether Eisenstein's subjects werel 
in Â£act learning a non-standard dialect of English is an 
as it has been found that speakers of non- 
standard o restige language varietiesf particularly 
from low socio-economic backgrounds (SES)l may 
titudes to those dialects than speakers of 
standard varieties. Lambertf Frankel and Tucker (1966)f for 
examplef examined the attitudes of high school girls from 
high and low SES backgrounds towards Canadian English and 
French. The results indicated that those students from 
high SES background evaluated Canadian English (the 
prestigious language) more favorably, whereas those 
students from low SES background evaluated Canadian French 
(the low prestige variety) more favorably. These results 
are supported by later studies which found that speakers of 
the non-standard dialect preferred the non-standard dialect 
in Soidarity-stressing situations (Ryan and Carranzal 
Eisenstein's subjects were middle-class adults 
learning English primarily for the purposes of further 
study in American universities. However, the majority of 
NNSs entering the US are immigrants and refugees with- 
little or no previous knowledge of English, and who have 
had to learn English for basic survival. More 
specifically, in Hawaii, over 5,400 immigrants, mainly from 
Asia and the Philippines, entered the State in 1984 (The 
State of Hawaii Data Book). These NNSs of English tend to 
settle in low income areas in Honolulu and are thus exposed 
not only to the non-standard dialect spoken by their peers 
and neighbours but they are untloubtedly also exposed to SE 
as spoken on television and radio. 
The sociolinguistic environment in Hawaii can be 
characterized in terms of a mpost-creole continuum" 
(Decamp, 1971:349). This concept is used to describe a 
creole-speaking community that has become decreolizedl 
i.e., the creole is moving towards the standard variety and 
there is no clear distinction between the creole and the 
dominant language. The conditions necessary for 
decreolization, as discussed by Decamp (1971)1 are present 
in Hawaii. Firstly, Hawaii Creole was based on English, 
which is the sociaily prestigious language in the islands. 
Secondly, mass education, increased socioeconomic mobility, 
the influx of many SE speakers and the necessity of 
speaking SE to get a job in post- World War I1 Hawaii 
accelerated decreolization (Sator 19851.  The post-creole 
c o n t i n u u m  is characterized by a cont inuous  spectrum of 
speech v a r i e t i e s  w i t h  the original creole a t  one end of t h e  
spectrum and the most standard variety at the o t h e r  
(Decamp, 1971). While there are  no sharp d i v i d i n g  l i n e s  
that ind ica te  where one language va~iety ends and another 
b e g i n s ,  a personts speech can be characterized in relation 
to t h e  standard variety depending on t h e  frequency of 
features associated w i t h  HCE present in his or her speech. 
The degree t o  which onets fiCE differs from SE depends on 
factors such as socio-economic status, t h e  island on which 
one was born and raisedr and the make-up of one's peer 
group {Kle in ,  1980:2). For a description of HCE Eeatures,  
see Bickerton (19771 and Carr (1972). 
X ~ E  QOS* - c r ~ o l ~  . To understand more fully 
the s o c i a l  implications of what it has meant and sti l l  
means today to be a HCE-speakerr a l i t t l e  background is 
necessary.  Economic recovery during t h e  lg4Q1s brought 
many b u s i n e s s e s  t o  Hawaii from t h e  mainland* Job 
opportunities increased and so d i d  t h e  n e c e s s i t y  of 
speaking SE. This emphasis on SE and the advantages that 
went w i t h  it (i.e., employment and h igher  income) also 
meant an increase in p r e s t i g e  for  the standard dialect. 
Because of i ts  traditional association w i t h  plantation 
labor# HCE was associated w i t h  low i n t e l l i g e n c e  and low 
income. With economic expansion i n  t h e  i s l a n d s ,  t h e  gap 
between HCE-speakers and SE s p e a k e r s  widened and HCE becar& 
a  "marker of  socio-economic s t a t u s  i n  Hawaiian s o c i e t y n  
( S a t o p  1985:266). 
With t h e  i n f l u x  of t o u r i s t s  and o t h e r  ' o u t s i d e r s t  
a f t e r  t h e  c o n f e r r a l  of s t a t ehood  on t h e  i s l a n d s  i n  1959, 
HCE n o t  on ly  i n d i c a t e d  o n e ' s  s o c i a l  c l a s s  bu t  became a 
marker of  o n e ' s  e t h n i c  i d e n t i t y  a s  w e l l .  Speakers  u s ing  
HCE were i d e n t i f i e d  a s  belonging t o  a  s p e c i f i c  group,  i . e . ,  
non-Caucasian n l o c a l s n  a s  opposed t o  t h e  SE-speaking 
Caucasian main landers ,  " h a o l e s n,  who were advantaged bo th  
f i n a n c i a l l y  and p o l i t i c a l l y  (Sa to ,  1985:266). 
The r e j e c t i o n  of S tandard  Engl i sh  and t h e  ingroup  
a s s o c i a t i o n  of HCE is seen t o  have c o n t r i b u t e d  t o  poor 
academic performance by t h e  younger non-haoles of  Hawaii, 
which, i n  t u r n ,  h indered a c c e s s  t o  employment and soc io-  
economic advancement (Sa to ,  1985:226). A s  a  r e s u l t ,  HCE 
has  become was a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  poor academic achievement 
and low income (S laugh te r ,  1982; Yamamoto, 1982; Yamamoto 
and Hargrove, 1982).  - 
td&?d&d W. I n  t h e  l a s t  1 0  y e a r s  t h e r e  has  
- 
been i n c r e a s i n g  i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  s t a t u s  of HCE i n  t h e  
Hawaiian community i n  g e n e r a l  and i n  t h e  school  s e t t i n g  i n  - 
p a r t i c u l a r .  Th i s  growing i n t e r e s t  is r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  
number of language a t t i t u d e  s t u d i e s  t h a t  have r e c e n t l y  been - 
conducted 
S laugh te r  
1982) .  
i n  Hawaii (Ch0y 
, 1982; Yamamoto 
and Doddl 1976; Dayl 1980; 
, 1982; Yamamoto and H a r g r o v e ~  
I n  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  t h e  development of language a t t i t u d e s  
i n  Hawaiil Day (1980) used s u b j e c t s  from g rades  K and l l  
h a l f  of  whom a t t e n d e d  schoo l  i n  a low income a r e a l  t h e  
o t h e r s  a t t e n d i n g  schoo l  i n  a h igher  income a r e a .  The 
r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t l  a l though  a l l  t h e  k i n d e r g a r t e n  
s t u d e n t s  p r e f e r r e d  HCE over  SHE, t h o s e  from t h e  low income 
schoo l  s h ~ w e d  g r e a t e r  p r e f e r e n c e  f o r  t h e  non- standard 
d i a l e c t .  v e r l  by t h e  t ime  they  were i n  Grade 1, a l l  
t h e  c h i l d  favored SHE over HCE, T h i s  s h i f t  i n  a t t i t u d e s  
imp l i e s  t h a t  school ing  makes young HCE-speakers more aware 
of t h e  community s t e r e o t y p e s  towards SHE and HCE. 
Most language a t t i t u d e  s t u d i e s  conducted i n  Hawaii a r e  
concerned i t h  a t t i t u d e s  of t e a c h e r s  toward t h e  non- 
s t a n d a r d  a l e c t  (Choy and Doddl 1975; Yamamotol 1982; 
Yamamoto and Hargrovel 1982) .  These s t u d i e s  have used HCE 
speech samples t o  o b t a i n  from t e a c h e r s  t h e i r  e v a l u a t i o n  of 
t h e  s p e a k e r s '  ( a )  e t h n i c i t y  and a b i l i t y  t o  succeed 
academica l ly  (Yamamoto and Hargrove, 1982) ,  (b )  con f idence  
and c lassroom behaviour (Choy and Doddl 1975) and ( c )  
occupa t iona l  l e v e l  ( S l a u g h t e r l  1982) .  Each of t h e s e  
s t u d i e s  produced s i m i l a r  f i n d i n g s l  t h a t  isl t h e  downgrading 
of speake r s  of  HCE i n  terms of academic performancel  
behaviour  i n  t h e  Classroom and u l t i m a t e  job succes s .  
However, a  number Of problems with  t h e  r e s e a r c h  methodology 
cou ld  l i m i t  t h e  g e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y  of t h e  s t u d i e s .  For 
example, t h e  s u b j e c t s  tended t o  be  u n r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of t h e  
p o p u l a t i o n  of Honolulu a s  a  whole and t h e  HCE-speaking 
p o p u l a t i o n  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  (e.g., many of t h e  s u b j e c t s  were 
u n i v e r s i t y  s t u d e n t s  and f a c u l t y ) .  Except f o r  one (Yamamoto 
and Harqrove, 1 9 8 2 ) ~  t h e  s t u d i e s  d i d  n o t  i n d i c a t e  whether 
t h e  judges themselves  had exposure t o  o r  cou ld  speak HCE. 
The q u e s t i o n  of t h e  i n f l u e n c e  of language background was 
i n v e s t i g a t e d  i n  a  s t u d y  by Yamamoto (1982) .  The r e s u l t s  
i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e r e  was no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  
s t e r e o t y p i n g  by e i t h e r  t h e  HCE o r  non-HCE speaking  groups  
-- both  a s s o c i a t e d  h igher  educa t ion  and o c c u p a t i o n a l  l e v e l s  
wi th  mainland Standard Engl i sh  and n o t  wi th  HCE. But 
a g a i n r  t h e  s u b j e c t s  used f o r  t h i s  s t u d y  were drawn from t h e  
u n i v e r s i t y  popu la t ion .  
Notwiths tanding t h e s e  methodological  l i m i t a t i o n s ,  t h e  
g e n e r a l  f i n d i n g s  of r e sea rch  on a t t i t u d e s  toward HCE show 
t h a t  HCE is s t i g m a t i z e d  and regarded a s  a  symbol of  low 
c l a s s  and low i n t e l l i g e n c e .  These f i n d i n g s  t h u s  
c o r r o b o r a t e  t h o s e  of o t h e r  language a t t i t u d e  s t u d i e s  w i th  
regard  t o  s ta tus .  S ince  s o l i d a r i t y  t r a i t s  were n o t  
inc luded  i n  t h e  language a t t i t u d e  s t u d i e s  c a r r i e d  o u t  i n  
Hawaii, it is d i f f i c u l t  t o  compare t h e s e  f i n d i n g s  wi th  
o t h e r  s t u d i e s  t h a t  have examined s o l i d a r i t y .  The re fo re ,  
t h e  p r e s e n t  s t u d y  included s o l i d a r i t y  and s t a t u s  t r a i t s  i n  
o r d e r  t o  examine t h e  s u b j e c t s '  e v a l u a t i o n s  a long  t h e s e  two 
dimensions.  
JSL i n  a wt Cred..e - . When non-English 
speaking  immigrants and r e fugees  a r r i v e  i n  Hawaii, t h e  
m a j o r i t y  of them s e t t l e  i n  low income a r e a s .  The two main 
r ea sons  f o r  t h i s  a r e :  (1) t h e  s h o r t a g e  o f  housing and high 
r e n t s  i n  Honolulu and ( 2 )  t h e i r  l a ck  of Engl i sh  f o r c i n g  
them t o  be  employed i n  b l u e  c o l l a r  jobs  i n  f a c t o r i e s  and 
s e r v i c e  i n d u s t r i e s  (Agabyani, 1979) .  T h i s  t r e n d  is c l e a r l y  
e v i d e n t  i n  t h e  most r e c e n t  s t a t i s t i c s  a v a i l a b l e .  I n  t h e  
1980 census  it is repor t ed  t h a t  i n  Kalihi- Palama, which is 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of  t h e  lower income a r e a s ,  35% of t h e  
r e s i d e n t s  a r e  f o r e i g n  born. However, i n  Hawaii Kai,  a  
t y p i c a l  upper income a r e a  i n  Honolulu, t h e  pe rcen tage  of 
f o r e i g n  born r e s i d e n t s  is 9%.  (1980 Census -- Neighborhood 
A s  HCE is a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  low income a r e a s ,  
a r e  exposed t o  t h i s  v a r i e t y  of Engl i sh  and many 
y a c q u i r i n g  HCE a s  opposed t o ,  o r  i n  a d d i t i o n  
t o ,  SEW 
S t u d i e s  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  young immigrants* a c q u i s i t i o n  of 
HCE (Al l ende r ,  1976; Kle in ,  1981; Milon, 1974) have found 
t h a t ,  a l though  t h e  s u b j e c t s  may i n i t i a l l y  a c q u i r e  t h e  non- 
s t a n d a r d  d i a l e c t ,  t hey  subsequent ly  s h i f t  t o  t h e  s t anda rd  
v a r i e t y .  i l o n ' s  7-year o l d  Japanese  s u b j e c t  s h i f t e d  from 
15 
us ing  H C E- l i k e  n e g a t i v e s  t o  t h o s e  of SE when h i s  f ami ly  
moved from a predominant ly  HCE-speaking neighbourhood to'; 
SE-speaking a r e a .  A l l e n d e r l s  s u b j e c t  (1976) i n i t i a l l y  
r e j e c t e d  h i s  mother tongue,  Tagalog, f o r  HCE. Due t o  
ma te rna l  p r e s s u r e ,  however, t h e  c h i l d  was 'encouraged' t o  
d rop  t h e  HCE f e a t u r e s  from h i s  speech,  r e p l a c i n g  them wi th  
t h e  more ' accep tab le '  SE f e a t u r e s .  
The o n l y  d e t a i l e d  s t u d y  i n v e s t i g a t i n g  t h e  a c q u i s i t i o n  
of Engl i sh  a s  a second language i n  a p o s t- c r e o l e  community 
found a s i m i l a r  s h i f t  (Kle in ,  1981) .  Kle in  t aped  
c o n v e r s a t i o n s  over a per iod  of fou r  and a h a l f  y e a r s  wi th  4 
a d o l e s c e n t  male Koreans aged between 13;lO and 15;7 who had 
been i n  Hawaii from 15  t o  4 4  months a t  t h e  commencement of  
t h e  tap ing .  The r e s u l t s  of t h e  s t u d y  showed t h a t  t h e  
s u b j e c t s  used p r o g r e s s i v e l y  more SE f e a t u r e s  i n  t h e i r  
speech.  Kle in  concluded t h a t  t h e y  had s h i f t e d  t h e i r  t a r g e t  
language from HCE t o  SE and sugges ted  t h a t  t h e  main reason 
f o r  t h i s  s h i f t  was due t o  l e n g t h  of r e s idence .  However, a s  
t h e  s u b j e c t s  had i n  f a c t  r e t a i n e d  p r e v i o u s l y  l e a r n e d  HCE 
f e a t u r e s ,  it is q u e s t i o n a b l e  whether t h e y  had a c t u a l l y  
s h i f t e d  t h e i r  t a r g e t  language o r  had s imply acqu i r ed  a new 
r e g i s t e r .  By t h e  end of t h e  s tudy ,  t h e  s u b j e c t s  were ready 
t o  l e a v e  schoo l  and e n t e r  u n i v e r s i t y  o r  g e t  a  job. Given 
t h e  f i n d i n g s  from E i s e n s t e i n ' s  s t u d y  (1979) ,  it might be 
sugges ted  t h a t  K l e i n ' s  s u b j e c t s  were p robab ly  aware of t h e  
communityls attitudes towards both SHE and HCE. Thus, at 
some stage during the four-year study they probably 
realized that UCE would no longer be the appropriate 
language variety to use in an employment or tertiary 
education context. It could have been this awarenessl 
then, that encouraged them to learn the standard variety. 
m M a ! c & & w ~  
One of the most popular techniques used to elicit 
peoplels evaluative reactions to language varieties is the 
matched guise technique (henceforth referred to as MGT) 
(Lambert et al. 1960). The MGT procedure can be 
illustrated by the following example. Subjects are told 
they will hear four different speech samples and are asked 
to judge the speakers of those samples on a number of 
rating scales for traits such as honesty, friendliness etc. 
The subjects are unaware that there are in fact only two 
different speakers and the same person reads the passage in 
two different 'guises' or language varieties (e.g.l 
Canadian French vs Canadian English). One of the 
this technique is that it controls for 
variables such as voice quality, or speech 
style. Lambert claims that the MGT is more effective than 
direct attitude measures such as questionnaires, as it 
"appears to reveal judges' more private reactions" 
Subsequent discussion of the methodology of 
language a t t i t u d e  s t u d i e s ,  howeverI has sugges t ed  t h a t  f o r  
more r e l i a b l e  r e s u l t s  both  d i r e c t  ( e . g m 1  q u e s t i o n n a i r e ? )  - 
and i n d i r e c t  (e.g. l  MGT) measures should b e  used (Agheyis i  
and Fishman# 1970; Edwards, 1982) .  
T a j f e l  (19621, Lee (1971) and Robinson (1972) (as  
c i t e d  i n  Giles and Bourhis,  1976:294) c r i t i c i z e  t h e  MGT on 
t h e  grounds t h a t  p rov id ing  t h e  respondents  w i th  on ly  a p re-  
recorded  voca l  s t i m u l u s  is " too  l i m i t i n g  and a r t i f i c i a l  a  
p rocedure  t o  b e  a meaningful  e v a l u a t i o n  t a s k N.  Lee a l s o  
expressed  concern over  t h e  repea ted  message of t h e  s t i m u l u s  
speake r s ,  c la iming  it may make t h e  l i s t e n e r s  p l a c e  more 
emphasis on voca l  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  speech than  would 
o the rwi se  be  t h e  c a s e .  
I n  response t o  t h e s e  criticisms, GilesI Baker and 
F i e l d i n g  (1975) des igned  a s tudy  us ing  t h e  MGT wi th  a 
s t i m u l u s  speaker  i n  a face- to- face s i t u a t i o n .  The s t u d y  
involved a male p s y c h o l o g i s t  speaking t o  two groups of 
s t u d e n t s .  With t h e  f i r s t  group of s t u d e n t s  he used 
Received P ronunc ia t ion  (R.P.) and with  t h e  second group he 
used a low- class B r i t i s h  accen t .  Af t e r  speak ing  t o  them 
f o r  f i v e  minutes l  he l e f t  t h e  room and t h e  s u b j e c t s  were 
asked t o  e v a l u a t e  him on a s e r i e s  of  r a t i n g  s c a l e s .  
Desp i t e  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  methodology, t h e  r e s u l t s  
co r robora t ed  t h o s e  of p rev ious  s t u d i e s ,  t h a t  i s I  R.P.l t h e  
more p r e s t i g i o u s  language v a r i e t y ,  was eva lua t ed  more 
f avo rab ly  than  t h e  low p r e s t i g e  v a r i e t y .  
One of t h e  major c r i t i c i s m s  of p a s t  speech e v a l u a t i o n  
and matched g u i s e  r e s e a r c h  is t h a t  '?nost of  t h e  s t u d i e s  
have bee  ducked in  s t a t u s- s t r e s s i n g  s i t u a t i o n s  
e s p e c i a l l y  sn ( G i l e s  and Ryan# 1982:221). The main 
reason  f o r  t h e  predominance of s t u d i e s  i n  school  s e t t i n g s  
is  most l i k e l y  t h e  convenience of a ' c ap t ive  audience n and 
t h e  l a r g e  number of s u b j e c t s  t h a t  can be  t e s t e d  a t  one 
t ime.  HoweverI it is p o s s i b l e  t o  . t e s t n  t h e  s u b j e c t s  i n  
o t h e r  s e t t i n g s I  a s  shown by Bourhis  and G i l e s  (1977)#  who 
conducted a  language a t t i t u d e  s t u d y  i n  a  movie t h e a t r e .  
T h e i r  f i n d i n g s  s u b s t a n t i a t e d  t h o s e  of p rev ious  s t u d i e s .  
The MGT has  a l s o  been c r i t i c i z e d  f o r  t h e  s t i m u l u s  
message c o n t e n t  ( e .ga I  formal  t o p i c s  may n o t  be  congruent  
w i th  t h e  language v a r i e t y  i n  q u e s t i o n ) ,  t h e  s t y l e  O f  
d e l i v e r y  (e.g.# g e n e r a l l y  read by t h e  s p e a k e r ) ,  and t h e  
predominant use  of middle c l a s s  s u b j e c t s .  Speech samples 
i n  a  s t u d y  by d1Anglejan and Tucker (1975) I howeverI 
c o n s i s t e d  of t h e  s p e a k e r s  t e l l i n g  t h e i r  own v e r s i o n  of a  
record- breaking s torm t h a t  occur red  one win t e r .  The 
s u b j e c t s  inc luded  t e a c h e r s ,  s t u d e n t s  and f a c t o r y  workers 
r e s i d i n g  i n  r u r a l  a r e a s  of Quebec. Three v a r i e t i e s  of 
French ( low- class  and h igh- c la s s  Canadian French and 
European French) were p re sen ted .  The Canadian French speech 
samples were eva lua t ed  less f a v o r a b l y  by a l l  t h r e e  s u b j e c t  
g roups  i n d i c a t i n g  g e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y  of MGT r e s u l t s  t o  more 
" n a t u r a l "  speech samples and t o  s u b j e c t  samples wi th  
.. 
d i f f e r e n t  SES c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  
r?uucsedUW 
Although r e sea rch  has  been c a r r i e d  o u t  i n  Hawaii 
showing t h a t  non- native s p e a k e r s  of Engl i sh  do indeed 
a c q u i r e  t h e  non- standard d i a l e c t  (i.e., HCE) ,  t h e s e  s t u d i e s  
do n o t  c o n s i d e r  NNSs' a t t i t u d e s  towards t h i s  and o t h e r  
d i a l e c t s  found i n  Hawaii. The purpose of t h i s  s tudy ,  then ,  
was t o  examine t h e  a t t i t u d e s  towards HCE and SHE of 
a d o l e s c e n t  immigrant NNSs who a r e  l i v i n g  i n  low SES a r e a s  
c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by t h e  use  of HCE. 
- 
Three r e l a t e d  hypotheses  were addressed  i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  
s tudy .  P rev ious  s t u d i e s  have shown t h a t  h igh p r e s t i g e  o r  
s t anda rd  language v a r i e t i e s  t end  t o  be  eva lua t ed  more 
p o s i t i v e l y  wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  s t a t u s  f e a t u r e s  (e .g . ,  wea l th ,  
educa t ion ,  s u c c e s s )  by bo th  speake r s  of s t a n d a r d  and non- 
s t anda rd  language v a r i e t i e s ,  i nc lud ing  NNSs of Engl i sh  
( E i s e n s t e i n ,  1979) and, a s  a  r e s u l t ,  i t  was hypothes ized  
t h a t  
(1) Both n a t i v e  speake r s  and non- native speake r s  of 
Engl ish  would e v a l u a t e  SE a s  having a  h ighe r  s o c i a l  s t a t u s  
than HCE. 
F u r t h e r  r e sea rch  has  shown t h a t ,  a l though  t h e  non- 
s t anda rd  v a r i e t y  may be e v a l u a t e d  more f avo rab ly  i n  a  
solidarity-stressing context than a status-stressing 
context, in general, the variety tends to be 
evaluated more favorably on traits relating to both status 
and solidarity (e.g. friendliness, honesty and 
trustworthiness) (Carranza and Ryan, 1975; Ryan and 
Carranza, 1975). It was hypothesizedl therefore, that 
( 2 )  Both native speakers and non-native speakers of 
English would evaluate SE more favorably than HCE with 
darity traits, and the HCE samples were 
be evaluated more favorably on solidarity 
tatus traits. 
expect that the NSs would have stronger and 
more clearly formulated attitudes towards HCE and SHE, 
being members of the culture from birth. In contrast, 
newly arrived NNSs are still in the process of learning 
English and concomitently assimilating the values and 
attitudes of the target culture. It was hypothesizedl 
therefore, thct 
( 3 )  The NS group would evaluate SE and HCE more 
stereotypically than the non-native speaker groups. That 
the NS group would evaluate, for example, the 
more extremely on each adjective and in a way 
that is consistent with the stereotype of SHE speakers. 
These stereotypes [i.ea1 that the stereotypical SHE speaker 
has a higher SES and has more education than the 
s t e r e o t y p i c a l  HCE speaker who t e n d s  t o  b e  s t e r e o t y p e d  a s  
- 
coming from a low SES background and low academic 
acheivement)  have been d i s c u s s e d  by both Reinecke (1969)  - 
and S a t o  (1985) and corroborated by r e c e n t  language  
a t t i t u d e  s t u d i e s  (Day, 1980; Yamamoto, 1 9 8 2 ) .  - 
CHAPTER I I  
METHOD 
T h e  s u b j e c t s  for  t h i s  study were 94 9th and 10th 
grade students a t t e n d i n g  h i g h  school in Honolulu during 
the 1984-1985 school  year .  There were 3 d i f f e r e n t  samples: 
1 group c o n s i s t e d  of 24 l oca l  students (i.e., those born 
and raised in Hawaii) all of whom were native speakers 
(NSs) of HCE and SHE; and 2 groups consisted of non- nat ive  
speakers of English ( N N S s ) .  Two different NNS groups were 
used to assess t h e  generalizability of the study to non- 
native speakers of English. NNS Group 1 cons i s t ed  of 3 4  
students of l i m i t e d  E n g l i s h  p r o f i c i e n c y  (LEP) from Vietnam, 
Laos, Korea, Japan, Micronesia, Hong Kong and China; and 
KNS Group 2 consisted of 36 LEP students mainly  from Samoa 
and the Philippines. NNS Group 2 was inc luded  in t h e  study 
as it represented two e t h n i c  groups n o t  p r e s e n t  in NNS 1 -- 
F i l i p i n o s ,  one of the l a r g e s t  immigrant groups in Hawaii, 
and Samoans. NS and NNS 1 at tended  the same h i g h  school 
whose population came predominantly from low-middle to 
middle income neighbourhoods (median annual income per 
household recorded in1980 -- $21,500-$26,000). NNS 2 
attended a h i g h  school which drew its students from 
working-class neighbourhoods (median a n n u a l  income per 
household -- $14,280 (1980 Decennial Census, Neighbourhood 
S t a t i s t i c s )  ) . 
The average  age  of t h e  NS was 15 ;8  whereas t h e  
.- 
ave rage  age  of t h e  NNS groups was s l i g h t l y  h ighe r  -- NNS 
1: 17 and NNS 2: 16;6.  The average  l e n g t h  of r e s i d e n c e  
(LOR) f o r  NNS 1 was 20 months, t h e  range being 7 months t o  
5 y e a r s ;  f o r  NNS 2 t h e  average  LOR was 27 months and t h e  
range was even wider -- 2 months t o  8 y e a r s .  Desp i t e  t h e  
wide range i n  LOR, t h e  LEP s u b j e c t s  were r epo r t ed  t o  b e  of 
s i m i l a r  Engl i sh  p r o f i c i e n c y  -- low i n t e r m e d i a t e  t o  
i n t e r m e d i a t e  a s  measured by t h e  Bas ic  Inven to ry  of Nat ive  
Language (BINL). The BINL is used t o  de te rmine  t h e  l e v e l  
o f  o r a l  p r o f i c i e n c y  of LEP s t u d e n t s  a t t e n d i n g  school  i n  
Hawaii. A d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  s u b j e c t s  is summarized i n  
Table  1. 
I n s e r t  Table  1 about  h e r e  
I n  o r d e r  t o  determine whether t h e  s u b j e c t s  i n  each NNS 
group spoke HCE or  SHE, it was planned t h a t  speech samples  
would b e  e l i c i t e d  from each s u b j e c t  and then  ana lyzed  
l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  f o r  t h e  presence  of HCE f e a t u r e s .  I n  f a c t ,  
each s u b j e c t  i n  NNS 1 was in te rv iewed i n d i v i d u a l l y  i n  HCE 
by a n a t i v e  HCE speaker .  However, due t o  t e c h n i c a l  
problems ( i . e . ,  one of t h e  t a p e  r e c o r d e r s  developed a loud 
hum) and lack  of t ime very  few of t h e  s u b j e c t s  were 
s u c c e s s f u l l y  recorded.  S ince  much of t h e  t e s t i n g  f o r  t h e  
Table 1 
Group Male Female Total Ave. age Ave. LOR 
NNS 1 18 
NNS 2 15 
Description of S u b j e c t s  
s t u d y  took p l a c e  nea r  t h e  end of t h e  s choo l  yea r ,  it was 
,- 
n o t  p o s s i b l e  t o  a r r a n g e  i n t e r v i e w s  wi th  NNS 2. I d e a l l y ,  
i n t e r v i e w s  should have been used t o  de te rmine  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  
which a l l  t h e  s u b j e c t s  (bo th  NS and NNS) spoke HCE. 
I n s t e a d  we had t o  r e l y  on s e l f - r e p o r t  d a t a  f o r  t h i s  
informat ion.  Thus t h e  s u b j e c t s  were asked t o  i n d i c a t e  
whether t h e y  could  speak HCE ( r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  'P idgin 1 t o  
t h e  s u b j e c t s )  and, i f  so ,  wi th  whom. They were asked t o  
respond by using a  s imple  Yes o r  No. A summary of t h e i r  
responses  is shown i n  Table  2. A s  would be  expected,  a  
h igher  pe rcen tage  of t h e  NS group r e p o r t  being a b l e  t o  
speak HCE than do t h e  NNS groups,  many of whom seem u n c l e a r  
whether t h e y  can i n  f a c t  speak HCE. 
I n s e r t  Table  2 about  h e r e  
Speech samples. The w r i t t e n  t e x t  f o r  t h e  matched g u i s e  
speech samples,  'How Maui made t h e  Hawaiian I s l a n d s 1 ,  was 
chosen f o r  its i n t e r e s t  and r e l e v a n c e  t o  s t u d e n t s  growing 
up i n  Hawaii and f o r  i ts  a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  f o r  bo th  SHE and 
HCE (See Appendix A ) .  The o r i g i n a l  SHE t e x t  was 
subsequent ly  t r a n s l a t e d  i n t o  HCE w i th  t h e  a s s i s t a n c e  of two 
n a t i v e  speake r s  of HCE. The s y n t a c t i c  and l e x i c a l  f e a t u r e s  
of  both  t h e  SHE and HCE speech samples were c o n t r o l l e d  by 
Table 2 
Subjects' Ability to Speak HCE 
Group Yes No Don't Know No Response Total 
% % Ã % n 
NNS 1 9 38 50 3 3 4 
NNS 2 40 2 6 3 4 0 36 
t h e  read ing  passages  wh i l e  t h e  i n t o n a t i o n a l  and 
-^ - 
phono log ica l  f e a t u r e s  of  each d i a l e c t  were dependent on t h e  
r e a d e r s  themselves.  Both t h e  SE and HCE v e r s i o n s  were 
e q u i v a l e n t  i n  terms of p r o p o s i t i o n a l  c o n t e n t  and l e n g t h  
( i . e . ,  4 0  seconds) .  
Speech samples were i n i t i a l l y  recorded by 11 
b i d i a l e c t a l  males, a l l  of whom were i n  t h e  9 t h  grade.  They 
were asked t o  read t h e  t e x t  f i r s t  i n  HCE and t h e n  i n  SHE. 
The f i n a l  s e l e c t i o n  of t h e  speech samples used i n  t h e  s t u d y  
was made by two expe r t  judges ( i .e . ,  u n i v e r s i t y  p r o f e s s o r s ,  
one o f  whom was a n a t i v e  speaker  of HCE, and bo th  of whom 
have c a r r i e d  o u t  e x t e n s i v e  r e sea rch  i n  t h e  a r e a  of H C E ) .  
The judges l i s t e n e d  t o  t h e  r eco rd ings  and, from t h e  l a r g e r  
sample of e leven,  s e l e c t e d  f o u r  speake r s  who cou ld  bo th  
r ead  f l u e n t l y  and had 'good1 a c c e n t s  f o r  bo th  v a r i e t i e s .  
Two of t h e  speake r s  were Caucasian,  one Samoan-Japanese, 
and t h e  f o u r t h ,  Hawaiian-Portuguese. Both Caucasian 
s p e a k e r s  had been born and r a i s e d  i n  Hawaii and had l e a r n t  
HCE a s  c h i l d r e n  from t h e i r  p e e r s .  The l a t t e r  two speake r s  
spoke HCE a s  t h e i r  f i r s t  language. A f t e r  t h e  f i n a l  
s e l e c t i o n  of speech samples had been made, e i g h t  male and 
female judges, both  n a t i v e  speake r s  and non- nat ive  s p e a k e r s  
of HCE, were asked t o  judge t h e  4 speake r s  us ing  a 9cm 
s c a l e  l a b e l l e d  HCE a t  one end and SHE a t  t h e  o t h e r .  These 
judges were a l l  e n r o l l e d  i n  a cou r se  on Hawaii P idg in  and 
Creo le  Engl i sh  a t  t h e  Un ive r s i t y  of Hawaii a t  t h e  time. 
The means of t h e i r  responses  a r e  summarized on F igu re  1. 
These r e s u l t s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t ,  d e s p i t e  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  among 
t h e  judges i n  t h e  deg ree  of HCE-ness o r  SHE-ness, both  
d i a l e c t s  appear t o  have been judged a s  expected.  That  is, 
when a speaker  used t h e  HCE g u i s e  he was r a t e d  towards t h e  
HCE end of t h e  s c a l e ,  and when he used SHE he  was judged 
toward t h e  SHE end. There  was no o v e r l a p  i n  t h e  judges '  
judgements. 
- 
I n s e r t  F igure  1 about  h e r e  
The f i n a l  t a p e  record ing  was made up of t h e  8 speech 
samples ( 4  i n  HCE and 4 i n  SHE), a r ranged  t o  ensu re  maximum 
s e p a r a t i o n  between t h e  two g u i s e s  of t h e  same speaker  ( S ) .  
The o rde r  of  t h e  speech samples was a s  fo l lows:  S l  (SHE), 
S2 (HCE) , S3 (SHE), S4 (SHE), S l  (HCE) , S2(SHE), S3 (HCE)  , S4 
s c a l e s :  The s u b j e c t s  were asked t o  r a t e  each 
speech sample on 12 b i p o l a r  a d j e c t i v e s  a long  a 9cm s t r a i g h t  
. Responses were measured t o  t h e  n e a r e s t  
e r  ( . 5  t o  9.0) y i e l d i n g  an  1 8  p o i n t  s c a l e .  The 
were chosen i n  p a r t  from t h o s e  used by 
E i s e n s t e i n  ) ,  Carranza and Ryan (1975) and Ryan and 
'- Legend 
HCE 1 = Speaker  1 u s i n g  t h e  HCE g u i s e  
HCE 2 = Speaker  2 u s i n g  t h e  HCE g u i s e  
HCE 3 = Speaker  3 u s i n g  t h e  HCE g u i s e  
HCE 4 = Speaker  4 u s i n g  t h e  HCE g u i s e  
SHE 1 = Speaker  1 u s i n g  t h e  SHE g u i s e  
SHE 2 = Speaker  2 u s i n g  t h e  SHE g u i s e  
SHE 3 = Speaker  3 u s i n g  t h e  SHE g u i s e  
SHE 4 = Speaker  4 u s i n g  t h e  SHE g u i s e  
m 
s? s 
HCE \ft 0 SHE 
F i g u r e  1 
Means f o r  HCE-SHE E v a l u a t i o n  
Carranza ( 1 9 7 5 ) .  In addition, two 9th grade SLEP c l a s s e s  
were asked to write down 5 adjectives they would use to 
describe Caucasians from the mainland and 5 to describe 
"localsm from Hawaii. The most prevalent of these were 
included in t h e  ra t ing  scale. The f i n a l  s e t  of adjectives 
was selected to represent traits associated w i t h  status, 
solidarity and p h y s i c a l  attributes. In summaryf t h e  
adjectives used were as follows: status: very well- 
educated-not at a l l  well-educated, very hardworking-not at 
a l l  hardworking, very smart-not at a l l  smart, very rich-not 
a t  a l l  rich; solidarity: very friendly-not at a l l  friendly, 
very p o l i t e- n o t  at all polite" very honest-net at a l l  
honest ,  very tough-not at a l l  tough, trustworthy-not at all 
trustworthy; physical:  very handsome-not at a l l  handsome, 
very fat-not at all fat, very fairskinned-not a t  all 
f a i r s k i n n e d .  The subjects were also asked to i n d i c a t e  
which ethnic group they thought each speaker belonged to. 
To assess whether t h e  subjects perceived the g u i s e s  as 
in tended ,  they were asked to i n d i c a t e  to what extent each 
speech sample sounded HCE- or S H E- l i k e .  They recorded 
their responses on 9cm long s t r a i g h t  l i n e  rating scales 
l a b e l l e d  HCE at one end and S H E  at t h e  other. 
F i n a l l y ,  t h e  s u b j e c t s  were asked to complete a 
questionnaire regarding demographic and language background 
information (Appendix B) . Information c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  
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variety of English spokenI when and with whom, as reported 
,- 
earlierI was collected here. 
F2mxuxS 
The subjects were tested in groups during class time. 
The testing session consisted of 3 sections: the speaker 
evaluation taski the language variety judgement taskI and 
the background questionnaire. 
To complete the speaker evaluation task, the subjects 
were told that they would be listening to and giving their 
impressions of 8 speakers whom they would hear telling the 
same story. To facilitate their comprehension of the task 
they were given the example of forming impressions of 
speakers heard on the radio. Each adjective was explained 
to the subjects to ensure comprehension. Prior to testing, 
the subjects were trained to use the rating scales with two 
examples. They were told to listen carefully to the 
speakers before answering the questions. Once they began, 
they were to give their impressions as quickly as possible 
without thinking too long on each one. 
Before the language variety judgement taskI a native 
speaker of HCE (who was assisting the researcher in 
conducting the tests) gave examples of both SHE and HCE. 
The recorded speech samples were then repeated. 
Each of the 12 rating scales was analyzed separately 
us ing  3-way a n a l y s i s  of v a r i a n c e  procedures  wi th  r epea t ed  
measures. The program used t o  ana lyze  t h e  d a t a  was Biomed 
(BMD P2V) on an IBM 3081 computer. The independent  
v a r i a b l e s  were Group (NS, NNS 1, and N N S  2 ) #  Guise  (HCE and 
SHE) and Speaker ( # 1 , # 2 # # 3 ,  and # 4 ) ;  g u i s e  and speake r  were 
r epea t ed  measures. S i g n i f i c a n t  main and i n t e r a c t i o n  
e f f e c t s  i n d i c a t e d  by t h e  a n a l y s e s  of v a r i a n c e  were analyzed 
f u r t h e r  by us ing  tests of s imple  e f f e c t s  based on a 
comparisons of means r e l a t e d  t o  each hypo thes i s .  The 
l e v e l  of p r o b a b i l i t y  was se t  a t  .05.  
CHAPTER I11 
-- 
RESULTS 
The results Consist of (a) validation of stimulus 
material, (b) evaluative reactions which will be summarized 
under two ~ a i n  headings -- evaluative reactions within 
subject group and evaluative reactions between subject 
groups, and (c) ethnic identification of speakers. The 
within group results were obtained by comparing each 
subject group's evaluations of the two guises in question 
(e.g., comparing the NS groupfs evaluations of HCE and 
SHE). These comparisons provided a test of the first two 
hypotheses -- Hypothesis 1, that SHE would be evaluated 
more highly on status traits than HCE, and Hypothesis 2, 
that HCE would be evaluated more highly on solidarity 
traits than SHE. The between group results were obtained 
by comparing two groupsf reactions to one of the guises 
(e.g*, comparing the evaluations of the NS group and NNS 
Group 1 towards SHE). These comparisons provided a test of 
Hypothesis 3 *  that the NS group would evaluate the guises 
more stereotypically than the NNS groups. 
Valida- UU 
The subjects were asked to what extent each guise 
sounded like HCE or SHE. Responses to this question are 
summarized in Figure 2. ANOVA results indicated that there 
was a significant three-way interaction (guise X speaker X 
group), z(6,273) = 2-05, ~<.05, and there were significant 
two-way invo lv ing  g u i s e  by speaker  and g u i s e  
by group. (See  Appendix C f o r  d e t a i l e d  ANOVA summary 
t a b l e s ) .  
AS t h e  three-way i n t e r a c t i o n  i nvo lv ing  speaker  is 
c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  t h e  r e s u l t s  f o r  t h e  two-way e f f e c t s ,  Only 
t h e  two-way e f f e c t  w i l l  be summarized here .  T e s t s  of 
1 
s i m p l e  e f f e c t s  comparing group  X g u i s e  r e sponses  i n d i c a t e d  
t h a t  a l l  t h r e e  s u b j e c t  g roups  r a t e d  t h e  HCE speech samples 
a t  t h e  HCE end of  t h e  s c a l e  and t h e  SHE g u i s e s  a t  t h e  SHE 
end of  t h e  s c a l e ;  a l l  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  were s t a t i s t i c a l l y  
s i g n i f i c a n t .  These  r e s u l t s  a r e  summarized on Table  3 .  
Although a l l  s u b j e c t  g roups  r a t e d  t h e  HCE g u i s e s  a t  
t h e  HCE end of t h e  continuum ( X  = 6.65) t h e y  d i d  n o t  
p e r c e i v e  a l l  s p e a k e r s  e q u a l l y .  For example, t h e  NS group 
gave t h e  HCE g u i s e s  a more extreme r a t i n g  ( X  = 7.64) t han  
d i d  t h e  two NNS groups  (NNS 1: X = 6.31; NNS 2: X = 6.32).  
With regacd t o  t h e  t h e  SHE g u i s e s ,  a l l  t h e  s u b j e c t  g roups  
r a t e d  them a s  expected ( X  = 2.40) b u t  t o  va ry ing  deg rees  
(NS: X = 2-12;  NNS 1: X = 2 . 9 2 ~  NNS 2: X = 2.10).  
I n s e r t  Tab le  3 about  h e r e  
Turning t o  t h e  speaker  X g u i s e  i n t e r a c t i o n  ( s e e  
F i g u r e  2 b e  s een  t h a t  s p e a k e r , 4  was e v a l u a t e d  more 
towards t h e  SHE end of t h e  r a t i n g  s c a l e  i n  bo th  g u i s e s  t han  
Table  3 
a  
Means f o r  V a l i d a t i o n  of S t imulus  M a t e r i a l  
Guise X group F(2,91) = 7.94, p<.OOl 
HCE SHE 
a  
The means jo ined by a l i n e  d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from one - 
ano the r  accord ing  t o  a  test of s imple  e f f e c t s .  
were the other three speakers. These results suggest that 
we can be confident that the subjects perceived the guises 
as they were intended, notwithstanding minor speaker X 
group differencesl thus ruling out misperception of 
language variety as a possible confounding variable in 
subsequent results. 
Insert Figure 2 about here 
Evaluatiyg Reactiom Betwea Guise ~omparisons 
m. Table 4 presents a summary of the 
results for the evaluation of the HCE and SHE guises on 
the status traits (i.ea1 well-educatedl rich, hardworking 
and smart). 
Insert Table 4 about here 
as a significant three-way interaction (guise X 
group) for the status trait "well-educated", 
~<.05, and there were significant two-way 
interactions involving guise by group for the remaining 
three traits. Only two-way interactions are summarized here 
because the three-way interaction involving speaker on 
"well-educated" is consistent with the results for the two- 
HCE 1 
9 0 
Speaker 1, HCE 
Speaker 2 ,  HCE 
Speaker 3 ,  HCE 
5 0 
\ Speaker 4 ,  HCE 
Speaker 3 ,  SHE 
20 
1 0  
Figure 2 
Speaker by Guise I n t e r a c t i o n :  
Va l ida t ion  of Stimulus Plater ia l  
Table 4 
Means for Group X Guise Interact ion s: Status Traits 
NS 
NNSl 
NNS2 
NS 4.04 5.97 
-
NNSl 4.66 5.59 
SHE HCE 
NS 3;85 4 . 98 , 
NNSl 4.07 4.60 
-
NNS2 3.79 3.54 
Smart: - F(2,89) = 6.25r ~<.01 
SHE HCE 
NNSl hfl5 5.28 
way e f f e c t s .  T e s t s  of s imple  e f f e c t s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  a l l  
.- 
t h r e e  s u b j e c t  groups r a t e d  t h e  SHE g u i s e s  as b e t t e r  
educa ted ,  r i c h e r ,  and smar t e r  than  t h e  HCE g u i s e s .  For t h e  
t r a i t  "hard-workingn Only t h e  NS and NNS Group 1 e v a l u a t e d  
t h e  SHE g u i s e s  a s  harder  working than  t h e  HCE g u i s e s .  NNS 
Group 2 d i d  no t  e v a l u a t e  t h e  two g u i s e s  as s i g n i f i c a n t l y  
d i f f e r e n t  on t h i s  t r a i t .  Hypothesis  1, which p r e d i c t e d  
t h a t  t h e  SHE g u i s e s  would be  eva lua t ed  a s  having h ighe r  
s o c i a l  s ta tus  than  t h e  HCE g u i s e s  was t h u s  suppor ted .  
S o l i d a r i t v  u a i t s  - Tables  5-7 summarize t h e  
e v a l u a t i o n s  of t h e  HCE and SHE g u i s e s  based  on t r a i t s  
a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  s o l i d a r i t y ,  i.e., f r i e n d l y ,  p o l i t e ,  hones t ,  
tough and t ru s twor thy .  
I n s e r t  Tab le s  5-7 about  h e r e  
There  was a  s i g n i f i c a n t  two-way i n t e r a c t i o n  ( g u i s e  X 
group)  f o r  t h e  t r a i t  n toughn (Table  5). A t e s t  o f  s imple  
e f f e c t s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  NS and NNS 2 r a t e d  SHE a s  being less 
tough than  HCE. The NNS 1 r a t i n g s  f o r  t h i s  t r a i t  were n o t  
s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t .  There were s i g n i f i c a n t  main 
e f f e c t s  due t o  g u i s e  and speaker  f o r  t h e  remaining 
s o l i d a r i t y  t r a i t s :  f r i e n d l y ,  p o l i t e ,  hones t  and 
t ru s twor thy .  These main e f f e c t s  were n o t  m i t i g a t e d  by 
Table 5 
Means Guise X Group Interaction; Solidarity Traits 
SHE HCE 
NNSl 5.09 
Table 6 
Means for Main Effect of Guise: Solidarity Traits 
F r i e n u :  1(1191) = 32.6Ofg<.0O1 
SHE HCE 
Polite: - F(1,88) = 30.54* ~<.001 
SHE HCE 
Honest: - ~ ( 1 ~ 8 7 )  = 8.37# g<.Ol 
SHE HCE 
Trustworthy: E(1,91) = 17.84, g<.OOl 
SHE HCE 
Table 7 
Means for Main Effect of speaker: Solidarity Traits 
Friendly: 
interaction effects. The guise effects indicate that the 
-'- 
SHE guises were evaluated as more friendlyl politer honest 
and trustworthy than the HCE guises. 
Tests of simple effects for the speaker effects 
indicated thatr for the most partr although evaluated in 
the same direction as the other 3 speakersr speaker 4 was 
rated consistently more stereotypically SHE and less HCE. 
That is, he was perceived as being less toughr more 
friendlyr politel honest and trustworthy than the other 3 
speakers. In sumr the SHE guises were evaluated more 
favorably on solidarity traits than were the HCE guises. 
Howeverr a closer analysis of the means for each trait in 
the present study indicate that the HCE guises were rated 
higher on all of the five solidarity traits relative to 
their evaluations on the status dimension (see Fig. 3). 
Insert Figure 3 about here 
For exampler "friendlynl "honestn, "politen, 
"trustworthyn and "tough" were evaluated more favorably 
than three of the status traits (e.gSr "rich"r "well- 
educated" and 'smart"). Only the remaining status traitr 
"hardworking", was evaluated more favorably than all the 
solidarity traits. Thereforer Hypothesis Zr which 
predicted that SHE would be evaluated more favorably than 
4 4  
a l l  Not at all 
Sta tus  T r a i t s  S o l i d a r i t y  T r a i t s  
Figure 3 
hin-guise (HCE) Comparison: 
t u s  T r a i t s  V S .  S o l i d a r i t y  T r a i t s  
HCE in terms of solidarity, and that HCE would be evaluated 
.- 
more favorably on solidarity traits than on status traits 
was supported. 
Phvsical attributes. The subjects' evaluations of the 
HCE and SHE guises in terms of physical attributes (i.e., 
handsome, fat and fairskinned) are summarized in Tables 8- 
Insert Tables 8-12 about here 
There were significant guise X group and guise X speaker 
interactions for the attributes "handsomem and 
'fairskinned". Notwithstanding the significant guise X 
group interaction effects, tests of simple effects 
indicated that all three Subject groups rated the SHE 
guises as significantly more fairskinned than the HCE 
guises (Tables 8 and 10). The SHE guises were rated more 
handsome than HCE by NNS 1 and NNS 2# and there was no 
significant difference for the NS rating on this attribute 
(Tables 8 and 9 ) .  A significant main effect for both 
language and speaker was obtained on the remaining 
attributet 'fatn. A test of simple effects indicated that 
the SHE guises were rated as less fat than the HCE guises 
(Table 12). In summary, the SHE guises were evaluated as 
being fairer~kinned~ less fat and more handsome than the HCE 
guises. 
Table 8 
Means Guise X Group Interaction: Physical Attributes 
SHE HCE 
NNSl 4.13 5.24 
NNS2 4.03 5.37 -
E(2t89) = 4.8GI g<.Ol 
SHE HCE 
NNSl 4.29 5.61 
-
5.28 NNS23L52 , 
Table 9 
Means for Guise X Speaker Interaction: Physical Attributes 
Handsome - F (3 267) = 3 56 r ~ <  -001 
Sl s2 s3 s4 
SHE 3-69 5 -00 4-41 3-84 
HCE 5-47 5-76 5-41 4-18 
Table 10 
Means for Speaker X Group Interaction: Physical Attributes 
E(6,267) =3-67, @<.OX 
Sl s 2 $3 s 4 
NS 5.61 4.29 6.10 3.22 
NNSl 5 -03 5.07 5h28 4.38 
NNS2 4.37 4.51 5.21 3.52 
Table 11 
Means for Main Effect of Guise: Physical Attributes 
- - 
ELL E(1,87) = 26.07, g<.OOl 
SHE HCE 
6.40 5.48 
Table 1 2  
Means Main e f f e c t  of Speaker: Physical Attributes 
--w- x- 
Tables 13 and 14 present the results of comparisons 
between the subject groups' evaluation of guises. These 
comparisons were made in order to test Hypothesis 3, which 
predicted that the NS group would evaluate the guises more 
stereotypically than the NNS group. That is to say, the NS 
group would evaluate, for example, the SHE guises more 
extremely on each adjective and in a way that is consistent 
with the stereotype of SHE speakers. Between-group 
analyses were done on only those eight traits that showed 
significant HCE-SHE effects on within-group comparisons: 
nwell-educated, rich, hardworking, smart, polite, tough, 
trustworthyn and "fairskinnedn. On each trait there were 
two possible between-group comparisons for each guise 
(e.g., friendly: SHE: (1) NS vs NNS 1; (2) NS vs NNS 2). 
Comparisons were not made between the NNS groups as the 
results indicate that these groups rated the guises in a 
similar way (i.e., there were few significant differences 
between the ratings of the two NNS groups). Hence, as 
eight traits were analyzed, there were 16 possible 
comparisons. Tests of simple effects revealed that of the 
16 possible comparisons between the NS group and the NNS 
groups for the SHE guise# 12 were statistically significant 
(Table 13). These included comparisons for "well-educated, 
rich, smart, polite, toughi trustworthyn, and 
"fairskinn the only adjective that did not produce any 
significant comparison of this sort was "hard-working". 
Insert Table 13 about here 
The NS group also evaluated the HCE guises more 
stereotypically than did the NNS groups on 6 out of 12 
adjectives 14). Tests of simple effects indicated 
that of 12 sible comparisons involving all 6 adjectives 
there were significant NS-NNS differences on 4 of these 6 
adjectives involving 7 comparisons -- well-educated, 
hardworking, tough and fairskinned. In accord with 
Hypothesis 3, the NS subject group tended to evaluate both 
the HCE and SHE guises more stereotypically than did either 
of the NNS groups. 
Insert Table 14 about here 
Ekhnic- . . . Qfm 
After evaluating the guises, the subjects were asked 
to identify the ethnicity of each speaker. Figures 4 and 5 
summarize the responses that were chosen most frequently by 
each group, 
Insert Figures 4 and 5 about here 
Table 1 3  x- 
Means for Group by Guise (SHE) E f f e c t :  
Between Group Comparisons 
SHE 
NS 3 . 0 7  
NNSl 4 . 0 7  
SHE 
4 . 0 4  
4 .66  
5 . 0 8  
SHE 
3 . 0 9  
4 . 1 5  
4 .27  
SHE 
3  - 3 0  
3 . 8 7  
4 .24  
Table  13. 
TQu9.h 
(Continued) Means f o r  Group by Guise  (SHE) 
E f f e c t :  Between Group Comparisons 
SHE 
NS 3.34 
NSl 4.13 
NNS2 4.03 
Table 14 
Means for Group by Guise (HCE) Effect: 
Between Group Comparisons 
- 
w- - 
HCE 
NS 6.11 
NNSl 5.17 
NNS2 5*09 
HCE 
NS 4.98 
NNSl 4.60 
NNS2 3.54 
llQub 
HCE 
NS 4.02 
NNSl 4.93 
NNS2 4.67 
Table 1 4 .  (Continued) Means f o r  Group by Guise (HCE) 
E f f e c t :  Between Group Comparisons 
HCE 
It will be recalled that speakers 1 and 3 were in real - 
life Samoan-Japanese and Portuguese-Hawaiian respectively 
and speakers 2 and 4 were both Caucasian. In their HCE 
guises, Speakers 1 and 3 were perceived most often as 
either Hawaiian or Samoan by all three groups. Speaker 2 
was not strongly identified as belonging to any particular 
ethnic group. Speaker 4 was most strongly perceived as 
local Japanese, but this identification was not as 
categorical as that of Speakers 1 and 3. 
In their SHE guises, Speakers 2 and 4 were perceived 
most often as either local or mainland Caucasians by all 3 
groups. Although Speakers 1 and 3 were also identified as 
Caucasians, this response was not as frequent as it was for 
speakers 2 and 4 and a number of other ethnicities, such as 
"mixed" and "Local Japanese" were also used to label 
speakers 1 and 3 when using the SHE guises. 
These results indicate that, although two of the 
speakers were Caucasian, when using the HCE guise they were 
most often identified as non-Caucasian (e.g., Hawaiian, 
Samoan or local Japanese). When the speakers used the SHE 
guises they were identified most often as Caucasian, 
regardless of their real ethnicity. At the same time, the 
two non-Caucasian speakers were also identified as 
belonging to a number of non-Caucasian ethnicities when 
using SHE (e.g., local Japanese, local Korean and mixed). 
Legend 
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CHAPTER I V  
DISCUSSION 
The r e s u l t s  ob ta ined  i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  s t u d y  suppor t  t h e  
f i n d i n g s  of p rev ious  language a t t i t u d e  s t u d i e s  conducted i n  
Hawaii (Choy and Dodd, 1975; Day, 1980; S l a u g h t e r ,  1982; 
Yamamoto, 1982; Yamamoto and Hargrove, 1982) and i n d i c a t e  
f u r t h e r  t h a t  SHE is eva lua t ed  more f a v o r a b l y  by bo th  l o c a l  
and immigrant judges than  HCE. The p r e s e n t  s t u d y  p r e d i c t e d  
t h a t  SHE would be eva lua t ed  h ighe r  on s o c i a l  s t a t u s  t r a i t s  
te.g., we l l  educated,  hard working, r i c h  and smar t )  
(Hypothesis  1). Th i s  hypo thes i s  was confirmed. However, 
t h e s e  r e s u l t s  may have been a f f e c t e d  by t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  
s t u d y  was conducted i n  a s t a t u s - s t r e s s i n g  environment 
( i . e . ,  a  s c h o o l ) .  T h i s  formal  atmosphere,  combined with  
t h e  p r e v a l e n t  anti-HCE a t t i t u d e s  of t e a c h e r s  (Yamamoto and 
Hargrove, 1982) ,  cou ld  we l l  have had an e f f e c t  on t h e  
s u b j e c t s '  r e a c t i o n s .  A p o s s i b l e  s o l u t i o n  t o  t h i s  problem 
would be t o  t es t  t h e  s u b j e c t s  i n  a  more s o l i d a r i t y -  
s t r e s s i n g  s i t u a t i o n  e.g., a  hu l a  c l a s s ,  a  canoe  paddl ing  
c l u b  o r  a t  home. 
The p r e s e n t  s tudy  a l s o  p r e d i c t e d  t h a t  SHE would be  
e v a l u a t e d  higher  on s o l i d a r i t y  t r a i t s  (e.g. ,  f r i e n d l y ,  
p o l i t e ,  t r u s twor thy  and hones t )  (Hypothes i s  2 ) .  A s  t h i s  
hypo thes i s  was a l s o  confirmed, it seems t h a t  t h e  s u b j e c t s  
viewed t h e  SHE-speakers a s  n o t  o n l y  having h ighe r  s t a t u s  
t han  HCE-speakers ( a s  found i n  p r e v i o u s  s t u d i e s ) ,  b u t  a l s o  
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as being more friendly, trustworthy, polite and honest. O n  
the one hand, the present results are surprising in light 
of Ryan's (1979) argument concerning why non-standard 
varieties, such as HCE, continue to exist, i.e., their 
primary social function being the marking of group identity 
and solidarity. At the same time, the results indicated 
that the HCE guises were rated higher on the solidarity 
traits than the status traits, thereby confirming the 
second part of Hypothesis 2 (i.e., that the HCE guises 
would be evaluated more favorably on solidarity traits than 
on status traits). At best, however, the above results 
provide only partial support for associating HCE and 
solidarity traits. 
There are several procedural and design factors which 
may responsible for the lack of a stronger HCE effect. To 
begin with, it is possible that the context of the speech 
sample was too emotionally neutral to elicit feelings of 
solidarity. Previous studies have found that the setting 
of speech samples can affect subjects' responses. Carranza 
and Ryan (19751, for example, used speech samples depicted 
in two different contexts -- a teacher conducting a history 
lesson and a mother talking to her son over breakfast. The 
results indicated that Spanish-accented English was 
evaluated more favorably when used in the home than in the 
school setting. Therefore, a number of different passages 
representing different social contexts should be used. 
6 2  
The appropriateness of the rating scale used in the 
study may also be questioned, particularly as to the traits 
used to represent solidarity. The present subjects may not 
associate traits such as friendly, polite, and trustworthy 
with the solidarity dimension. In addition, the rating 
scales themselves may have been biased towards ESL 
learners' perceptions of "locals". It will be recalled 
that in order to construct the rating scales, ESL learners 
were asked to indicate those adjectives they associated 
with locals; the most frequent of these were included in 
the rating scale. "Locals" themselves were not asked to 
provide any adjectives and therefore may not have been able 
to relate to the adjectives on the rating scale. 
While keeping these methodological reservations in 
mind, other factors may also be responsible for the 
negative reaction to HCE. First is the relationship 
between HCE and the notion of solidarity. HCE is often 
characterized in the literature as a common denominator 
among the diverse ethnic groups that make up the population 
Hormann, for example, describes the culture 
aii as "Pidgin culturen which has grown out of 
a common dialect (i.e. HCE) (1965:105) . Reinecke (1969) 
discusses RCE in terms of a marker of ingroupness used to 
on-Caucasian 'locals' from Caucasian tourists. 
ociations, however* do not appear to be 
reflected in the results of the present study. Instead, it 
appears that the situation for HCE speakers in Hawaii is 
better described by Carranza and Ryan (1975) in a study on 
Hispanics: "Perhaps the Mexican-American has deeply 
internalized the value placed on English by the dominant 
society to such an extent that Spanish may be seen less and 
less as a symbol of solidarityu (1975299). When considering 
that language is the only common factor among HCE-speakers, 
HCE may be overrated as a symbol of solidarity. 
When discussing solidarity within the context of HCE, 
it is important to keep in mind the ethnic make-up of the 
HCE-speaking "communityu. The subjects in the present 
study are ethnically diverse and categorized as a group 
only by the dialect they speak. It is possible, therefore, 
that as a group HCE-speakers are not well-defined enough to 
elicit a stronger response on the solidarity dimension. 
Previous mainland language attitude studies investigating 
the differentiation of status and solidarity used subjects 
belonging to well-defined ethnic groups (e.g., Mexican- 
Americans) (Carranza and Ryan, 1975; Ryan and Carranza, 
1975). This is consistent with Giles and Ryan's 
(1982:210) suggestion that evaluative reactions cannot be 
expected to be elicited in a socio-cultural vacuum. 
Indeed, ethnic identification of speakers, assumed to be 
automatic in previous language attitude studies (Lambert et 
al, 1960), appears not to be so straightforward in the case 
of both HCE and SHE speakers in the present study. A 
variety of ethnicities were indicated f o r  t h e  e t h n i c  
i d e n t i  ticat i o n  of each guise" r e g a r d l e s s  of the speaker 
used. T h e ~ e  results ind ica te  that language varieties in 
Hawaii are n o t  associated c l e a r l y  w i t h  any one particular 
e t h n i c  group. 
A t  t h e  same time, t h e  ~esults c l u s t e r  for c e r t a i n  
speakers us ing  part icular  guises -- Speakers 1 and 3 usinq 
HCE were most o f t e n  identified as Hawaiian and Speakers 2 
and 4 u s i n g  SHE were most often identified as Mainland or 
loca l  Haole, i n d i c a t i n g  that voice cues such as accent and 
intonation are also used in t h e  ethnic identification of 
speakers. Althouqh language in Hawaii does n o t  appear to 
be a ~ s o c i a t e d  w i t h  . . there are strong indications 
that language is associated w i t h  w. For example, 
the HCE gu i se s  were a l l  i d e n t i f i e d  as belonging to the 
darker-sk inned e t h n i c  groups such as Hawaiian or Samoan. 
These associat ions  
r e a c t i o n s  towards t h e  
were stereotyped as 
' fa irer  sk inned m.  
. Further  evidence 
are  substantiated by eva luat ive  
guises on skin colour -- HCE speakers 
'darker skinned* and SHE speakers as 
for the lack of a c l e a r l y  d e f i n e d  HCE 
community comes from t h e  between-group comparisons of 
evaluat ive  reactions. It was predicted (hypothesis 3 )  
that t h e  NS group would evaluate the guises  more 
s t e r e o t y p i c a l l y  than the NNS groups.  The r e s u l t s  indicate 
that SHE was evaluated more ste~eotypically by NS than 
was HCE, suggesting that stronger, perhaps more established - 
stereotypes are associated with the SHE guises than with 
the HCE guises. The stereotypical SE-speaker that emerges 
from these results is well-educated, rich, smart, polite, 
trustworthy and fairskinned. The stereotypical HCE- 
speaker is not well-educated, not hard-working, tough and 
dark-skinned. It is interesting to note that although the 
SHE-stereotype is defined as rich and smart, the opposites 
(i.e., not rich and not smart), traditionally associated 
with HCE, were not indicated. Perhaps the subjects were 
aware of the complexities associated with the HCE label and 
were therefore reluctant or unable to establish a simple 
stereotype for such a diverse group. The stereotypical 
SRE-speaker, on the other hand, appears to represent the 
traditional traits associated with the more prestigious 
dialect. 
The results of the present study appear to indicate 
that the differences in voice quality or degree of 
accentedness may have affected the evaluation of a 
particular speech sample. For example, the speech sample 
recorded by the Portuguese-Hawaiian tended to be evaluated 
more towards the HCE-end of the scale than did the 
Japanese-Samoan's speech sample. A possible area of 
research, therefore, may be to investigate the degree of 
accentedness or the frequency of HCE or SHE features in the 
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speech samples  r equ i r ed  t o  produce t h e  " s t e r e o t y p e"  of an 
HCE- o r  SHE-speaker. 
However, r a t h e r  than  c o n t i n u e  i n  t h e  l i n e  of r e sea rch  
t h a t  t e n d s  t o  e l i c i t  n e g a t i v e  responses  t o  HCEI a  more 
worthwhile  a r e a  of r e sea rch  would be t o  examine under what 
. . 
c o n d i t i o n s  we can expec t  a  more r e a c t i o n  t o  HCE. 
A number of s t u d i e s  have now been conducted i n  Hawaii us ing 
similar methodology (e .gm1 MGTl speech samples)  and have 
e l i c i t e d  s i m i l a r  responses  towards HCE ( i . e . ,  t h e  
downgrading of HCE) (Day, 1982; Yamamotol 1982) .  Edwards 
(1982) s u g g e s t s  t h a t  methods such as KGT a r e  u s e f u l  f o r  
e l i c i t i n g  i n i t i a l  r e a c t i o n s  t o  language v a r i e t i e s  b u t  t h a t  
o t h e r  methods a r e  a l s o  needed t o  examine language a t t i t u d e s  
i n  more depth.  I n  Hawaiil f o r  examplel it appea r s  t h a t  
s t r a i g h t  l i n e  s c a l e  r e sea rch  may no longe r  b e  t h e  most 
a p p r o p r i a t e  method t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  language a t t i t u d e s .  
I n s t e a d l  more e thnographic  r e s e a r c h  is needed t o  f i n d  ou t  
when and why HCE is used i n  p r e f e r e n c e  t o  SRE; which group 
t h e  HCE-spealcers most i d e n t i f y  w i th  ( e t h n i c ,  l i n g u i s t i c I  o r  
geograph ic ) ;  and what it means t o  them t o  belong t o  t h e  
group i n  q u e s t i o n .  
A f i n a l  p o i n t  r e l a t e s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  t h e  ESL 
l u a t i v e  r e a c t i o n s  t o  HCE. P rev ious  s t u d i e s  
t h e  i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y  of  v a r i o u s  non- standard 
d i a l e c t s  f o r  ESL l e a r n e r s  have found t h a t  t h e  l e s s  
i n t e l l i g i b l e  t h e  d i a l e c t ,  t h e  l e s s  f a v o r a b l y  it was 
e v a l u a t e d  i n  terms of f r i e n d l i n e s s  and s o c i a l  s t a t u s  
( E i s e n s t e i n  and Verd i I  1985) .  Anecdotal  ev idence  s u g g e s t s  
t h a t  ESL l e a r n e r s  i n  Hawaii may encounter  s i m i l a r  probl&s 
i n  unders tanding HCE. A Japanese  s t u d e n t  in te rv iewed f o r  
an a r t i c l e  on f o r e i g n  s t u d e n t s  i n  a r e c e n t  e d i t i o n  of t h e  
U n i v e r s i t y  of Hawaii s t u d e n t  newspaper s a i d :  'The Engl i sh  I 
l e a r n e d  i n  Tokyo and a t  t h e  I l l i n o i s  S t a t e  U n i v e r s i t y  was 
n o t  l i k e  t h e  Engl i sh  I heard i n  Hawaii. A t  f i r s t ,  I 
c o u l d n ' t  unders tand p i d g i n N  ( i - e . ,  HCE) .  (&a L ~ Q   kkuaii, 
v o l .  LXXI I s s u e  no.6:7). A s  no work has  been c a r r i e d  o u t  
on t h e  r e l a t i v e  i n t e l l i g i b l i t y  of  language v a r i e t i e s  i n  
Hawaii f o r  ESL l e a r n e r s I  t h i s  might be a p r o f i t a b l e  a r e a  of 
f u t u r e  r e sea rch .  
To concSude, t h e n I  it appea r s  t h a t  t h e  non- native 
speake r s  of  Engl ish  i n  Hawaii adopt  a t t i t u d e s  towards SHE 
and HCE s i m i l a r  t o  t h o s e  of t h e i r  n a t i v e  speaker  p e e r s  and 
c lassmates .  E a r l i e r  s t u d i e s  have shown t h a t I  a t  l e a s t  i n  
t h e  i n i t i a l  s t a g e s ,  NNSs l e a r n  HCE from t h e i r  p e e r s ,  
g r a d u a l l y  s h i f t i n g  t o  SHE over a  number of y e a r s  (Kle in ,  
1981) .  A s  r e sea rch  has  y e t  t o  examine t h e  development Of 
language a t t i t u d e s  i n  NNSs, it is d i f f i c u l t  t o  a s s e s s  
whether t h i s  s h i f t  i n  language was mot iva ted  by a  s h i f t  i n  
a t t i t u d e s ,  fo l lowed by a s h i f t  i n  a t t i t u d e s  o r  s imply 
accompanied by a  s h i f t  i n  a t t i t u d e s .  T h i s  may be an a r e a  
of r e sea rch  worth pursuing i n  o r d e r  t o  b e t t e r  unders tand 
NNSs' a t t i t u d e s  towards language v a r i e t i e s  i n  Hawaii. 
Appendix A 
(Tex t s  used f o r  speech samples)  
Standard Eng l i sh  v e r s i o n  
Maui commanded h i s  b r o t h e r s  t o  padd le  t h e i r  canoe i n t o  
deep wate rs ,  f a r  beyond t h e i r  r e g u l a r  f i s h i n g  grounds. He 
then  t o l d  them t o  t u r n  t h e  canoe around and paddle  home a s  
hard a s  t h e y  could making s u r e  n o t  t o  look back. He then  
t o s s e d  h i s  f i s h  hook i n t o  t h e  sea. H i s  b r o t h e r s  paddled and 
paddled.  Suddenly, something seemed t o  be  c a r r y i n g  them 
f u r t h e r  o u t  t o  s ea .  They thought  Maui had caught  a f i s h .  He 
t o l d  them t o  paddle  harder  and n o t  t o  look back. 
B u t  t h e  b r o t h e r s  wondered what cou ld  be  p u l l i n g  them o u t  
t o  s e a  wi th  such s t r e n g t h .  They were s o  c u r i o u s  t o  know what 
it was t h a t  t hey  tu rned  back t o  look.  They were s o  s u r p r i s e d  
a t  what t h e y  saw t h a t  t hey  s topped  paddl ing.  Maui was 
p u l l i n g  i s l a n d s  up o u t  of  t h e  s ea !  
RCE v e r s i o n  
n t e l l  h i s  braddas  Â£ p a d d l e  t h e i r  canoe f a  i n t o  
da  ocean, p a s  da p l a c e  d a t  dey alwaz yus tu  go. En den, he 
wen t e l l  urn Â£ t u r n  da canoe around and paddle  home a s  hard 
a s  dey could.  B u k  he wen t e l l  um no look back. 
Maui wen chrow h i s  hook i n s a i  da  wada. En den, h i s  
braddas  wen paddle  and paddle .  A l l  of a sudden, someting 
s t a r t e d  p u l l i n g  um back i n t o  da  wada. They t o t  Maui wen go 
c a t c h  one f i s h .  Maui wen t e l l  um a g a i n  Â£ padd le  hard and no 
look back. 
But h i s  braddas was nosey . . . how cum dey was being 
p u l l e d  out? His braddas was s o  nosey dey wen turn dea head 
f o r  look .  Dey waz s o  shock d a t  dey wen s t o p  paddl ing.  "Eh! 
Look what Maui wen ca tch !  He s t a y  p u l l i n g  up i s l a n d s ! "  
Appendix B 
Background Questionnaire 
INSTRUCTIONS: In this questionnaire, we are asking you 
about your own language background and experiences. Please 
answer the questions as honestly and accurately as you can. 
Your answers will be kept confidential. 
If you are local (born in Hawaii and lived here all your 
life, please do NOT answer the questions marked with * ) .  
If you were not born and raised in Hawaii, please answer 
ALL the questions. 
1. Male Female 
2. When were you born? / / 
(month/day / year) 
3. Where were you born? 
city 
/ 
country 
* 4. When did your family come to the U.S? (year) 
5. Have you lived anywhere else in the U.S. besides 
Hawaii? 
Yes - No 
If yes, where? 
(State) 
When did you live there? (Year($)) 
* 6. How long have you lived in Hawaii? 
7. Where do you live in Honolulu? 
Pal010 
Mak ik i 
- Kaimuki 
- Other Please specify: 
8- What s o r t  of work do your p a r e n t s  do? 
Mother: 
Fa ther :  
* 9. Did you l e a r n  Engl ish  b e f o r e  coming t o  t h e  US? 
- Yes - No 
IÂ yes ,  where d i d  you l e a r n  Engl i sh?  
From my p a r e n t s  
From my f r i e n d s  
A t  e lementary schoo l  
A t  i n t e r m e d i a t e  s choo l  
A t  h igh school  
Other (Spec i fy )  : 
* 10. Before  you came t o  t h e  U.S., how w e l l  cou ld  
you speak Engl ish? (Choose one) 
- Very wel l  
Well 
- F a i r  
- Not very we l l  
Not a t  a l l  
11. How we l l  do you th ink  you know (S tandard)  
Engl i sh  now? 
( a )  Sgzakhg (Choose 1) ( b )  (Choose 1) 
- Very we l l  Very well 
Well Well 
- F a i r  F a i r  
- Not very  w e l l  Not ve ry  well 
- Not a t  a l l  Not a t  a l l  
( c )  (Choose 1) (d)  HrAking (Choose 1) 
Very well Very well 
- Well Well 
- F a i r  F a i r  
- Not ve ry  well Not very  well 
- Not a t  a l l  - Not a t  a l l  
12. Can you speak P idg in?  
Yes No I d o n ' t  know 
I f  yes ,  how we l l  do you t h i n k  you know Pidgin? 
( a )  Spaking (Choose 1) (b) J&&mhg (Choose 1) 
- Very w e l l  - Very well 
Well - Well 
- F a i r  - F a i r  
Not very  w e l l  Not ve ry  well 
Not a t  a l l  Not a t  a l l  
I d o n ' t  know I d o n ' t  know 
13.  Do you speak ano the r  language? Yes No 
I f  y e s r  p l e a s e  s p e c i f y .  
How we l l  do you know t h i s  o t h e r  language? 
( a )  S ~ ~ U P J  (Choose 1) 
Very w e l l  
Well 
F a i r  
- Not very  we l l  
- Not a t  a l l  
(b) J&&ming (Choose 1) 
Very we l l  
Well 
F a i r  
Not ve ry  w e l l  
Not a t  a l l  
( c )  I&&ing (Choose 1) (d)  . . (Choose 1) 
- Very w e l l  - Very w e l l  
Well Well 
F a i r  F a i r  
-- Not very  w e l l  - Not ve ry  we l l  
Not a t  a l l  Not a t  a l l  
1 4 .  ( a )  A t  home, do you speak Standard Engl ish:  
a l l  t h e  t ime  
most of t h e  time 
- some of t h e  time 
never 
(b) A t  home, do you speak Pidgin:  
a l l  t h e  time 
most of  t h e  time 
- some of t h e  time 
never 
(c )  Do you speak any o t h e r  languages  a t  home? 
No Yes (Spec i fy :  ) 
How much do you speak t h e  o t h e r  l anguage ( s )  a t  home? 
- A l l  t h e  time 
- Most of t h e  time 
- Some of t h e  time 
Never 
15.  Do you speak Ejd.gin with :  
a l l  of  your f r i e n d s  some of your f r i e n d s  
most of your f r i e n d s  - none of your f r i e n d s  
Do you speak . S i m & d  with: 
- all of your friends 
most of your friends 
some of your friends 
none of your friends 
Do you speak any other language(s) with your friends? 
- Yes (Specify: 1 
If yes, you speak it with: 
all of your friends 
- most of your friends 
- some of your friends 
none of your friends 
16. When I leave high schoolI I want to (Choose one): 
a) get ob. No - Yes 
If yes, what kind of job do you want? 
(Go to question 17). 
b) go to a community college. NO - Yes - 
If yesI what do you want to study there? 
(Go to question 17). 
c) go to university. 
If YesI what do you want to study there? 
(Go to question 17) . 
17. From the list belowI choose the m label that 
best describes how you think of yourself? 
- Hawaiian Local Haole 
American Mainland Haole 
Local Japanese 
- Local Japanese Laotian 
- Other (Specify: 1 
Appendix C 
ANOVA Summary T a b l e s  
T a b l e  C l  
ANOVA f o r  t h e  E v a l u a t i o n  o f  HCE a n d  SHE Gu i se s  
S o u r c e  o f  
V a r i a t i o n  
E 
SS sLL MS r a t i o  
Group (Gr) 55.37 2 27.68 6.33 ** 
W i t h i n  c e l l  ( e r ro r )  398.05 91  4.37 
G u i s e  (Gu) 3485.57 1 3486.57 427,47*** 
G r  X Gu 129.42 2 64.71 7.94*** 
W i t h i n  ce l l  ( e r ro r )  742.014 9 1  8.15 
S p e a k e r  (S )  557 -39  3 185.79 52.87*** 
S X G r  12.32 6 2.05 .58 
W i t h i n  c e l l  ( e r r o r )  959.37 273 3.51 
Gu X S 52.91 3 17.63 4.96** 
Gu X S X Gr 43.65 6 7.27 2.05* 
W i t h i n  c e l l  ( e r r o r )  970.94 273 3.55 
T a b l e  C2 
ANOVA f o r  t h e  E v a l u a t i o n  o f  S t a t u s  T r a i t  "Well- Educatedn 
S o u r c e  o f  E 
V a r i a t i o n  SS d d  MS r a t i o  
Group (Gr)  28.26 2 14.13 1 . 4 6  
W i t h i n  c e l l  ( e r r o r )  844.82 87 9.71 
G u i s e  (Gu) 718.10 1 718.10 79.14*** 
G r  X G u  97.83 2 48.91 5.39** 
W i t h i n  c e l l  (e r ror )  789.43 87 9.07 
S p e a k e r  (S)  186  -15  3 6 2 - 0 5  12.98*** 
S X G r  68.25 6 11.37 2.38 
W i t h i n  c e l l  ( e r ro r )  1247.34 261 4 '77 
Gu X S 42.04 3 14 .01  4.00** 
Gu X S X Gr 48.13 6 8 -02  2.29* 
W i t h i n  c e l l  ( e r r o r )  913.64 261 3.50 
T a b l e  C3 
f o r  t h e  E v a l u a t i o n  o f  S t a t u s  T r a i t  "Rich"  
S o u r c e  o f  E 
V a r i a t i o n  SS LIAL MS r a t i o  
- 
Group ( G r )  45.37 2 22.69 1 .46  
W i t h i n  c e l l  ( e r r o r )  1412.02 91  15.51 
G u i s e  (Gu) 299.00 1 299.00 62.92*** 
Gu X Gr 34.67 2 17.34 3.65* 
W i t h i n  c e l l  ( e r r o r )  432.41 9 1  4.75 
62.13 3 20.71 7.84*** 
10.27 6 1 .71  - 6 5  
( e r r o r )  721.29 273 2.64 
2.82 3 - 9 4  .27 
G u X S X G  18.73 6 3.12 - 9 0  
( e r r o r )  949.91 273 3.47 
T a b l e  C4 
ANOVA for  t h e  E v a l u a t i o n  of S t a t u s  T r a i t  "Hard-workingw 
S o u r c e  o f  E 
V a r i a t i o n  SS IIAL MS r a t i o  
Group ( G r )  97.48 2 48.74 3.22* 
W i t h i n  c e l l  ( e r ro r )  1333.21  88  1 5  - 1 5  
G u i s e  (Gu) 43 - 3 0  1 43 -30  6 .07* 
Gu X G r  49.11 2 24.55 3.44* 
W i t h i n  ce l l  ( e r r o r )  627.87 8 8  7 - 1 3  
S p e a k e r  (S)  5.40 3 1 .80  - 4 3  
S X G r  5.48 6 .91 - 2 2  
W i t h i n  c e l l  ( e r r o r )  1095.76 264 4.15 
Gu X S 30.63 3 10 .21  2.07 
Gu X S X Gr 23.35 6 3.89 .79 
W i t h i n  c e l l  (e r ror )  1302.52 264 4.93 
T a b l e  C5 
ANOVA f o r  t h e  E v a l u a t i o n  o f  S t a t u s  T r a i t  n S m a r t m  
S o u r c e  o f  E 
V a r i a t i o n  SS MS r a t i o  
Group ( G r )  31.66 2 1 5 n 8 3  1.07 
W i t h i n  c e l l  ( e r r o r )  1321.73 89  5.00 
G u i s e  (Gu) 484.90 1 484.90 96.93*** 
Gu X Gr 62.52 2 31.26 6.25** 
W i t h i n  c e l l  ( e r r o r )  445.23 89  5.00 
S p e a k e r  (S)  9 1  -76  3 30.59 8.83*** 
S X G r  13 .98  6 2.33 .67 
W i t h i n  ce l l  (error) 924.72 267 3.46 
Gu X S 11 .68  3 3.89 - 9 8  
L X S X G r  44.55 6 7.42 1 .88  
W i t h i n  c e l l  ( e r r o r )  1057.04  267 3.95 
T a b l e  C6 
ANOVA f o r  t h e  E v a l u a t i o n  o f  S o l i d a r i t y  T r a i t  n F r i e n d l y "  
S o u r c e  of E 
V a r i a t i o n  SS Lf& MS r a t i o  
Group (Gr)  71.23 2 35.61 2.77 
W i t h i n  c e l l  ( e r r o r )  1171.46 9 1 12.87  
G u i s e  (Gu) 320.01 1 320.01  32.60*** 
Gu X Gr 39.45 2 19 .72  2 -01 
W i t h i n  ce l l  (error)  893.30 9 1  9.81 
S p e a k e r  (S)  122.17 3 40.72 8.95*** 
S X Gr 13 .41  6 2.24 .49 
W i t h i n  c e l l  [ e r r o r )  1242.88 273 4.55 
Gu X S 37.66 3 12.55 2.44 
G u  X S X Gr 6.64 6 1-10 - 2 2  
W i t h i n  ce l l  ( e r r o r )  1404.18 273 5 - 1 4  
*** p<.001 
Table C7 
ANOVA for t h e  Evaluation of Solidarity T r a i t  mPoliten 
Source of 
Variation 
Group (Gr) 7.69 2 3.84 .34 
W i t h i n  c e l l  (error) 1 0 0 4 . 7 4  88 11 4 1  
G u i s e  (Gu) 313.24 1 313.24 30 .54 * * *  
Gu X Gr 37*66 2 18"83 1.84 
Within cell (error) 902.64  88 1 0 - 2 5  
Speaker ( S )  97 .74  3 32 .58  9 .47***  
S X Gr 9.85 6 1.64 - 4 8  
With in  c e l l  (error)  907-97 264 3 . 4 3  
Gu X S 9.99 3 3 . 3 3  .71 
Gu X S X Gr 21-99 6 3.66  * 7 8  
With in  ce l l  (error) 1237-25 264 4 - 6 8  
*** p<.OOI 
Table C 8  
ANOVA for the Evaluation of Solidarity T c a i t  'Honestn 
Source of E 
Variation SS lid& MS ratio 
Group (Gr) 2.70 2 11.35 .85 
With in  c e l l  { error )  1165 .84  87 1 3 . 4 0  
G u i s e  (Gu) 
Gu X GK 
Within c e l l  
Speaker ( S )  
s x Gr 
W i t h i n  c e l l  
Gu X S 
Gu X S X GK 
Within c e l l  
65, $4  
3 . 6 3  
(error) 684 .63  
71 91 
17-51 
(error) 1169.40 
4 . 7 8  
17.30 
(error) 1186.63 
T a b l e  C9 
ANOVA f o r  t h e  E v a l u a t i o n  o f  S o l i d a r i t y  T r a i t  'Toughu 
S o u r c e  o f  I?. 
V a r i a t i o n  SS d d a  MS r a t i o  
- 
Group (Gr) 1.83 2 91  -07  
W i t h i n  ce l l  [ e r r o r )  1173.48 91  12.89 
G u i s e  (Gu) 154.85 1 154.84 30.16*** 
Gu X G r  108.45 2 54.22 10.56*** 
W i t h i n  c e l l  ( e r r o r )  467.21 91  5 - 1 3  
S p e a k e r  (S)  184.48 3 61.49 12 .  91*** 
S X G r  46.13 6 7 -68 1 .61  
W i t h i n  c e l l  ( e r r o r )  1299.98 273 4.76 
Gu X S 14.27 3 4.76 93  
Gu X S X Gr 13.23 6 2.21 - 4 3  
W i t h i n  c e l l  (e r ror )  1401.51 273 5.13 
- 
*** p<.OOl 
T a b l e  ClO 
ANOVA f o r  t h e  E v a l u a t i o n  o f  S o l i d a r i t y  T r a i t  'T rus twor thy"  
S o u r c e  o f  E 
V a r i a t i o n  SS LiL MS r a t i o  
Group (Gr)  20.96 1 10.48 1.02 
W i t h i n  ce l l  (error)  932.62 91  10.24 
G u i s e  (Gu) 80.06 1 80.06 17.84*** 
Gu  X G r  21.21 2 10 .60  2.36 
W i t h i n  c e l l  (e r ror )  408.46 9 1 4.48 
S p e a k e r  (S)  45.97 3 15.32 3.18* 
S X Gr 29.04 6 4.84 1-00 
W i t h i n  c e l l  ( e r r o r )  1316.58 273 4.82 
Gu X S 9.36 3 3.12 .72 
Gu X S X Gr 30.72 6 5.12 1.18 
W i t h i n  ce l l  (e r ror )  1181.08 273 4.32 
Table Cll 
ANOVA for t h e  Evaluation of Physical T r a i t  'Handsomen 
Source of E 
Variation SS d4dA MS ratio 
Group (Gr) 1.40 2 .70 - 0 4  
Within cell {error)  l"40 2 -70 
G u i s e  (Gul 142.80 1 142.80 27.96*** 
Gu X G r  39.58 2 19+79 3.88* 
Within cell [error)  454.50 89 5.lQ 
Speaker (Sl 154.13 3 51#37 12 ,ST***  
S X Gr 4 2 - 8 4  6 7.14 1 . 7 5  
Within c e l l  ( e r ro r ]  1091.64 267 4 .08 
Gu X S 4 9 - 4 0  3 16.46 3 . 5 6 * *  
Gu X S X Gr 7 -75  6 1.29 .28 
Within c e l l  ( e r r o r )  1234.02 267 4.62 
*** p<*OOl 
Table C12 
ANOVA for the Evaluation of P h y s i c a l  T r a i t  'Fatw 
Source of 
ss 
E 
Variation dAfA MS r a t i o  
Group (Grl 53.56 2 26-78 2 - 3 1  
Within c e l l  (error) 1007.61 87 11.58 
G u i s e  [Gu) 1 3 3 . 5 0  1 133.50 26 .07*** 
Gu X Gr 14.53 2 7.26 1.42 
W i t h i n  c e l l  ( e r r o r )  445.57 87 5 .12  
Speaker [Sl 120.85 3 40.28  9.15*** 
S X Gr 13.72 6 2 29 
- 5 2  
Within  c e l l  (error)  1148+76 261 4 - 4 0  
GIJ X S 22.10 3 7 . 3 6  1.42 
Gu X S X Gr 47.66 6 7.94  1.53 
Within cel l  ( e r r o r )  1 3 5 4 * 9 4  261 5.19 
*** p<*OOl 
Table C13 '. 
ANOVA for the Evaluation of Physical Trait 'Fairskinnedm 
Source of E 
Variation SS d.& MS ratio 
Group (Gr) 42.56 2 21 -27 1.28 
Within cell (error) 1484.51 8 9 16.67 
Guise (G) 739.02 1 739.02 104.57*** 
Gu X Cr 68.76 2 34.38 4.86** 
withi;-cell (error) 629.01 
- 
89 7.06 
Speaker (S) 307 -02 3 102.34 23 .lo*** 
S X Gr 97.62 6 16.27 3.67** 
Within cell (error) 1182.97 267 4.43 
Gu X S 17.72 3 5-91 1.43 
Gu X S X Gr 6.61 6 1.10 -27 
Within cell (error) 1103.54 267 4.13 
- 
** p<.Ol 
*** p<.O01 
1 
The test of simple effects used in the p r e s e n t  study 
is a t-test in which t h e  error term was t a k e n  from t h e  
a n a l y s i s  of variance r e s u l t s .  For example, to compare NS 
and NNSl the equation would be as follows: 
the mean square error term 
for t h e  group ef fect  
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